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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOUGHTON:

H.R.3687. A bill to provide revenue, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FAY:

H.R.3688. A bill to change the name of
“watchman" in the Postal Service to that of
“post-office guard”; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

H.R.3689. A bill to provide 6 months’ pay
to all honorably discharged veterans of World
War No. 2; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. HOBBS:

H.R. 3690. A bill to safeguard the admis-
slon of evidence in certain cases; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RANDOLFH:

H.R.3691. A bill to permit the construc-
tion, maintenance, and use of certain pipe
lines for steam-heating purposes in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. SATTERFIELD:

H.R.3692. A bill to provide for National
Guard and Reserve officers, who have served
in two wars and have reached the age of re-
tirement while in active service, the same
pay and allowances as are applicable to of-
ficers of the Regular Army tvpon retirement;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CANNON of Missourl:

H.R. 8693. A bill to aid in the stabilization
Jprogram and the war effort by paid newspaper
advertising in connection with the sale of
United States bonds, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JARMAN:

H. Con. Res. 57. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing of additional coples
of the hearings held before the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Repre-
sentatives, current session, on the bill 3687,
Revenue Act of 1943; to the Committee on
Printing.

By Mr. LANHAM:

H. Res. 358. Resolution to establish an Of-
fice of Fiscal Investigations as an agency of
the House cf Representatives; to the Commit-
tee on Accounts,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FORAND:

H.R.3694. A bill for the relief of Charles

Mpyers; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.
By Mr. CURLEY:

H.R.3695. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Thomas Shea, deceased; to the Commit-
tee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

3616. By Mr. Schiffler: Petition of Jiosep
Consalvo and other citizens of Follanshee,
W. Va., opposing House bill 2082; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3617. By Mr. Case: Petition of J. M, Tucker
and 50 other residents of Edgemont, 8. Dak.,
urging prohibition for the duration of the
war, or at least a rationing of liquor to avoid
the use of essential food and materials in
liquor manufacture and distribution; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3618. Also, petition of Mrs, Wayne Mor-
rison and 117 other residents of Sturgis,
B. Dak., urging the enactment of House bill
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2082, to prohibit the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alecoholic liquors in the
United States for the duration of the war
and until the termination of mobilization;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

3619. By Mr. STEFAN: Petition of Charles
H, Foe and 17 other citizens of Polk, Nebr.,
urging enactment of House bill 2082; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3620. Also, petition of Mabel Stevens and
34 other citizens of Polk, Nebr., urging en-
actment of House bill 2082; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

3621, Also, petition of Arthur W. Larson
and 19 other citizens.of Polk, Nebr., urging
enactment of House bill 2082; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8622, Also, petition of Josephine R. Lind-
burg and 36 other citizens of Polk, Nebr., urg-
ing enactment of House bill 2082; to the Com-=-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8623. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Pe-
tition of the Boyd Memorial Sunday School
and Randolph Street Advent Sunday School
members, Charleston, W, Va., urging the pas-
sage of House bill 2082, the Bryson bill; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

3624. Also, petition of Mrs. C. A. Sinnett
and other citizens of North Charleston, W,
Va., urging the passage of House bill 2082,
introduced by Hon. JoserH R. BrYsSoN, of
South Carolina; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3625. By Mr. GRIFFITHS: Petltlon of sun=
dry citizens of Licking Township, Muskingum
County, Ohio, supporting Senate bill 860
which would give legal proteetion from the
trafic in all alcoholic beverages and from
commercialized prostitution in and around
Army training camps and all military and
naval centers; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

3626. By Mr. COCHRAN: Petition of George
Boswell and 18 other 8t. Louis citizens, pro-
testing against the passage of House bill 2082
which seeks to enact prohibition for the
period of the war; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3627. Also, petition of Vietor Marino and
35 other 8t. Louls citizens, protesting against
the passage of House bill 2082 which seeks
to enact prohibition for the period of the war;
to the Committee on the Judiciary,

3628. Also, petition of C. 8. Lawton and 22
other St. Louis citizens, protesting against
the passage of House bill 2082, which seeks
to enact prohibition for the period of the
war; to the Commmittee on the Judiciary.

3620, Also, petition of the Krey Packing
Co. and signed by 95 St. Louis citizens, pro-
testing against the passage of House bill
2082, which seeks to enact prohibition for
the period of the war; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3630. Also, petition of the Mayfair Hotel
and signed by 60 other St. Louls citizens,
protesting against® the passage of House bill
2082, which seeks to enact prohibition for
the period of the war; to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

3631. By Mr. FORAND: Petition of Guyan
Mills, Inc., Valley Falls, R. I.,, and employ=-
ees, protesting against the statutory in-
creases in rate of the Federal old-age and
survivors insurance tax effective January 1,
1944, and requesting the Congress to freeze
this rate at 1 percent for the duration of
the emergency, because various and sundry
taxes are already extremely burdensome, and
this particular tax will double the income
from this source, which is already ample for
the purpose intended; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3632, By Mr. CASE: Petition of Mrs. Hiram
Crow and 67 other members of Townsend
Club, No. 1, of Lemmon, 8. Dak., urging sup-
port of House bill 1649, the Townsend bill;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

3633. Also, petition of Mamie B. Long and
11 other members of the Townsend Club of
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Martin, 8. Dak., urging support of the Town-
send plan and House bill 1649; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

3634, Also, petition of Harry C. Burntrager,
adjutant, Captain Jack Foster Camp, No. 8,
United Spanish War Veterans, Department
of South Dakota, at Hot Springs, 8. Dak., and
other citizens of Hot Springs, requesting
favorable consideration by the House of Rep-
resentatives on House bill 2350, the Buckley
bill; to the Committee on Pensions.

8635. By Mr. McCOWEN: Petitions signed
by 443 persons of Clermont, Brown, Scioto,
Adams, and Highland Counties, Ohio, urging
passage of the Bryson bill, H. R. 2082, which
would prohibit the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of aleoholic liquor in the
United States for the duration of the war
and until the termination of demobilization;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3636. By Mr. HOLMES of Washington:
Petition of sundry citizens of Prosser, Wash.,
urging enactment of House bill 2082, to bring
about a suspension of the alcoholic-beverage
industry for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Fripay, Novemeer 19, 1943

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer: 3

Our Father Almighty, heaven and
earth are filled with Thy glory and praise
becometh the upright in heart. So
often, dear Lord, strange fears and anx-
ious hopes minglé in our breasts and
then we would draw nearer to Thee and
understand. For the joys of human
experience do Thou make us tremen-
dously ambitious, lifting us above the
leaden things of life, shaping our souls
mysteriously into the divine image,

O God, make us strong to bear the bur-
den of and the heat of the day, domi-
nated, enthralled by the spirit of justice;
we plead for national deliverance from
all social and political ills which under-
mine the domestic peace of our citizens,
O let the spirit of our Master fall upon
us like a garment until we deeply re-
alize the sanctity of our heritage for the
hope and advancement of mankind.
Each day we pray that we may carry with
us that patriotic devotion unabated, pos-
sessing the kingship of understanding
and unity, inspired by the conquering su-
premacies of life, O lead us with strong
wills and might of soul to believe that
we are a part of a great purpose that
shall carry with it the rapture of moral
victory and spiritual progress for the
sake of the appealing masses of this sad
earth, Inour Redeemer’sname. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE GETTYSBURG
ADDRESS

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may read to
the House an address delivered by Abra-
ham Lincoln 80 years ago today.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the
Chair is justified in recognizing the gen-
tleman on this request. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman may proceed,

There was no objection.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, fourscore
years ago today, standing on an open
platform in the chilly atmosphere at
Gettysburg, Pa., Abraham Lincoln de-
livered an address that ranks as the
greatest classic in our secular literature,
As long as character is recognized and
virtue is extolled that address will be
known in every land and praised in every
tongue. In memory of the man whom
the united Nation honors and reveres
and in recognition of this special anni-
versary, I have asked for this time in
order that I may read the Gettysburg
Address:

Fourscore and seven years ago our fathers
brought forth on this continent a new na-
“tion, conceived in liberty and dedicated to
the proposition that all men are created
equal.

Now we are engaged in a great civil war,
testing whether that nation, or any nation
o concelved and 2o dedicated, can long en-
dure. We are met on a great battlefield of
that war. We have come to dedicate a por-
tion of that field as a final resting place of
those who here gave their lives that that
nation might live. It is altogether fitting
and proper that we should do this.

But, in a larger sense, we cannot dedi-
cate—we cannot consecrate—we cannot hal-
low—this ground. The brave men, living
and dead, who struggled here have conse-
crated it far above our poor power to add or
detract. The world will little note nor long
remember what we say here, but it can never
forget what they did here. It is for us, the
living, rather to be dedicated here to the
unfinished work which they who fought here
have thus far so nobly advanced. It is rather
for us to be here dedicated to the great task
remaining before us—that from these hon-
ored dead we take increased devotion to that
cause for which they gave the last full
measure of devotion—that we here highly
resolve that these dead shall not have died
in vain—that this Nation, under God, shall
have a new birth of freedom—and that gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, for the
people, shall not perish from the earth.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Appendix of the REcorp
and to include therein an editorial from
the Memphis Commercial Appeal. )

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Ap-

pendix of the Recorp a letter from a

constituent.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Ap-
pendix of the REcorp a radio talk by Mr.
Chester Bowles, I am informed by the
FPublic Printer that the speech will take
one and one-quarter pages of the RECorp
at a cost of $56.25.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the extension may be made,

There was no objection.
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THE HOG MAREKET IN MONTANA

Mr. O’'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, I re-
ceived this telegram this morning from
Bozeman, Mont.:

EBozEMAN, MoNT,, November 19, 1943,
Hon, James F. O'CONNOR,
Montana Congressman,
Washington, D.C.:

Hogs *have been fiooding the markets.
Packinghouses cannot kill the livestock re-
ceived. Railroads are overrun. This con-
gested, stagnant condition exists every place.
If this condition continues, breeding live-
stock for the futur? will be depleted and it
will seriously curtail our food-for-victory
supply in the future. This could be greatly
relieved if the O. P. A. would put pork on
the free list, point free, at least for 2 months
until the people could get their winter sup-
ply of meat. We are wiring Price Adminis-
trator Chester Bowles, asking them to do this.
Montana people will greatly appreciate your
assisting them in bringing this about.

J. H. HEALY,
President, Chamber of Commerce.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Ap-
pendix of the REcorp the testimony of
Mr. Everson, secretary of agriculture of
the State of South Dakota, given when
he appeared before the Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture this week on the mat-
ter of subsidies. Mr. Everson was for
4 years the national president of the
Farmers Union. I think the Members
will be interested in his point of view on
the subject.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the extension may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. GEARHART, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the REcorp and to include a
poem from the pen of James Patrick
McGovern.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered,

There was no objection.

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Appendix of the REcorp
and to include therein an editorial from
the Christian Science Monitor.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Appendix of the Recorp a letter from
Mr. Scott Ellis, farmer of Dallas Center,
Iowa.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is s0 ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr., BENNETT of Missouri., Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my own remarks in the RECORD on
the subject of Government periodicals.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, BENNETT]?

There was no objection.

‘NOVEMBER 19

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the RECORD
on the subject of H. R. 3420.

The SPEARER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr, WOLVERTON] ?

There was no objection,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire., Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. STEARNS]?

There was no objection.

[Mr. StearNs of New Hampshire ad-
dressed the House. His remarks appear
in the Appendix.]

Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my own remarks and to
include a letter just received from Mr.
Cleveland Gilcreast, manager, New
Hampshire Egg Producers Cooperative,
which gives a fair statement of the criti-
cal situation which exists in New Hamp-
shire today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr, STEARNS] ?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Ap-
pendix of the REcorp a news item on
milk spoilage in my district.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. GRIFFITHS]?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend my own
remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. BurDICK]?

There was no objection.

[Mr. Burpick addressed the House,
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

THE HOG SITUATION

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
own remarks in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Grossl?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, we hear a
great deal about the hog market right
now. ' Yesterday I received from WMr.
Jones, War Food Administrator, a leaflet
with some recommendations contained
therein. The first recommendation con-
tained in this leaflet is that farmers will
be authorized for a period of 90 days to
slaughter on their farm any hogs owned
by them and deliver the meat derived
therefrom without obtaining a license
or permit for such slaughter or delivery,

I called Mr. Jones’ office and asked who
the farmers could deliver them to. It so
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happens that a lot of thrifty people in
small towns up in Pennsylvania and all
over the East like to buy two or three
hogs in the fall and a quarter of beef,
and butcher, cure, and can the meat for
the year. This is an established prac-
tice. None of them have sufficient
points to do this. He says I may slaugh-
ter my hogs, but he does not say to whom
I may deliver them. There is no one to
buy them. If the O. P. A. would permit
these people to buy hogs and butcher it
would remove perhaps 1,000,000 hogs
from the market and give them much
cheaper meat for the year and relieve a
serious food situation. I wonder whether
Mr. Jones thinks the consumers and the
farmers are all a bunch of suckers. Un-
til the administration realizes that the
farmer must have a green light to pro-
duce, then he will produce with all his
might, and until they make it possible
for the consumers to buy those prod-
ucts, the entire food situation will go
from bad to worse.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and include
therein a speech delivered by our col-
league from Washington [Mr. Horan]
last night over the radio, and I also ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein some resolutions adopted by the
Ohio Republicans in Congress endorsing
the candidacy of John W. Bricker for
the Presidency=of the United States.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request ci the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. JENKINS] ?

There was no objection.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 3477) to
continue the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration as an agency of the United States,
to revise the basis of annual appraisal of
its assets, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 3477,
with Mr., CoorEr in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD].

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, a
moment of recapitulation. On yesterday
the leader of the majority side tock the
floor. He began the debate, and I as-
sume as in former days he will want the
floor to close debate. I admire him
greatly. He has been a friend of mine
for many, many long years. He gives
me credit, T am sure—I have heard him
say it—for being intellectually honest,
and he is just that. But I want to com-
plain of his viewpoint.

My friend, Dr. George B. Galloway, of
the American Political Science Associa-
tion, recently furnished me with many
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criticisms of the Congress and many sug-
gestions for reform in our procedure, I
quote from one of his articles: “In recent
years, moreover, majority party leaders
have tended to become managers for the
President rather than spckesmen for the

Congress.” Many times have I bewaliled
this fact. It is greatly in evidence in this
debate. This condition must be changed.

I will repeat this indictment as often as
appears necessary. Let the leader of
the majority tell the White House what
the people here whom he leads think and
will do about legislative matters. But
when the lights are turned on at the
White House, it seems to show the way
to the leaders, who yield to that personal
charm of which we often hear. They
then attempt not to lead you, but to drive
you, Your leader well knows today how
the great majority of this House feels,
and probably the majority of his own
party. To drive a mule successfully it
is better to find out how the mule wants
to go, then go with him.

Further, our respected leader on yes-
terday harked back, as he often does, to
those dark days of 1933, He finds him-
self today in a very hard position. He
will not even support the chairman of
this committee, which is very unusual.
But he harks back, as so many others do,
to 1933. I give him this poem for his
edification. Some of you may wish to
use it.

There was a dachshund,

Once so long he hadn't any notion

How long it took to tell his tail of his
emotion,

So when his little eyes were filled with sad-
ness

His little tail went wagging on because of
previous gladness,

Just read the Recorp of yesterday and
the answer of the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr, CRawrorD], It devastates our
leader’s argument about inflation. It
was highly informative. There now
seems to be nothing left but a political
inference. The inflation bogey in this
instance now {fails to affright the House.

I have here, I think, all of the speeches
of recent days made by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Patman]l. It is very
tedious to go through them. He is a
great friend of mine, really. We differ,
but I am sure we respect each other. I
admire him greatly for his stub-
bornness of opinion. It is sometimes
good to be stubborn. I was pleased
yesterday when he told his colleague
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sum-
NErRs] that he [Mr. Sumners] was
generally right, and he [Mr. PatMan]
was generally wrong, Well, I fear that
he is generally wrong. But that does
not discourage him. I have tried to read
through most of these speeches, but, as
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
MicHENER] said on yesterday, they reit-
erate much. If we keep repeating a
philosophy, we are bound to get some
to agree with us, but we will have many
more who find it so tiresome that they
disagree, Too much heat in a discus-
sion rouses suspicion that we simply
whistle to keep up our courage. A let-
ter reached his desk yesterday from one
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of my constituents, who wrote him that
he had listened to Fulton Lewis and had
almost been convinced, and now, after
listening to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Patman], he was thoroughly con-
vinced Mr. Lewis was right, As I said a
day or two ago, keep it up. Attack
JoE MarTIN all you want. It is so ex-
tremely helpful to us.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? :

Mr, GIFFORD. Indeed, I desire to
yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, the
gentleman has always been consistent.

Mr. GIFFORD. No.  Consistency?
What a word. “Consistency is the hob-
goblin of little minds, of little statesmen,
philosophers, and divines.”

Mr. McCORMACK. I recall once that
a distinguished Member of this body
whom I admire very, very much, a dear
friend of mine, made a speech against
the wage-and-hour law, and in the next
day or two he flopped over and made a
speech for it.

Mr. GIFFORD. It could not have been
I, for I supported that from the first.
But that person need only say to you “I
am wiser today than I was yesterday.”

Mr. McCORMACK. I did not say it
was the gentleman from Massachusetts,
but perhaps the gentleman has a guilty
conscience,

Mr, GIFFORD. Oh, no. Consistency?
I have not too much love for it. Hide be-
hind that theory? I would not hide be-
hind that for a minute. - If I thought I
ought to change my mind—since the gen-
tleman talks about intellectual honesty—
I would change if, yes. We stray very
often. We cannot always be consistent,
as many judge us. Each problem has its
different conditions to co.sider.

We have heard much about the hold-
the-line order and the coursge of the
President. I visualize John L. Lewis, with
merry, squinting eyes, indulging in a
horse laugh at that suggestion. Do not
tell John L. Lewis the President had the
courage to hold the line, Do not tell me
that, either.

The gentleman from Texas begs the
gentleman from Michigan to tell him
what program he would suggest, and he
denies that he replied to him. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WorcoTT]
on yesterday read the law that Congress
passed. He suggested that there be no
more subterfuge but to act according to
the law of Congress. The answer and
the remedy was and is “Follow the law.”
Now about this hold-the-line order——

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I certainly will.
~ Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman says it
was answered perfectly. I ask the gen-
tleman if he can answer it or if the gen-
tleman did answer it perfectly. The
challenge was to suggest any way, with-
out increasing prices, to encourage pro-
duction without a subsidy.

Mr, GIFFORD. You have had your
answer. Have a fair, proper price and
hold the line there, A producer’s sub-
sidy is often necessary, Again, hold your
arguments to consumer’s subsidy,
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Mr. PATMAN. A subsidy is the only
way. The gentleman cannot suggest an-
other way.

Mr. GIFFORD. You have the answer.
We are now attempting to see to it that
subterfuges are abandoned. The gentle-
man keeps saying over the radio and
here, that in this bill we do away with
the support prices. He has said that
over and over again. The report accom-
panying this bill distinetly assures us
that we do not interfere with support
prices, but rather demand their continu-

ance.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GIFFORD. The gentleman from
Michigan showed that. The gentleman
should not misrepresent things like that.

Mr. PATMAN, The gentleman is mis-
representing it.

Mr. GIFFORD. Not at all.

Mr., PATMAN. In that provision you
require the maximum price to be the
same as the support price. Why not try
it? It will not work. Marvin Jones says
that it will not work. )

Mr. GIFFORD. The support prices
could not be below the parity prices.
What is the use of arguing. This was
all clearly stated yesterday by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. WorLcorrl.
The gentleman from Texas can read that
speech. Even he will be convinced. The
gentleman from Texas states and reiter-
ates that this bill is politics: His policy
that he is defending definitely is politics.
When did anything emanate during the
last 10 years from the White House that
was not carefully considered as to its
political value or injury? He is now
seemingly catering to the only class
whose votes he still hopes to retain.

Mr. DILWEG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD, Yes.

Mr., DILWEG. I believe that the gen-
tleman does not want to misquote the
law, but I think he said that the support
price could not be below the parity price.
Where in this law is there any such pro-
vision?

Mr. GIFFORD. The law is right there.
The gentleman from Michigan has it,
and he read it. The gentleman should
read that speech. I trust I am not in
error.

Mr. DILWEG. I am asking the gentle-
man a question.

Mr. GIFFORD. I say it is there be-
cause the gentleman from Michigan said
it was there. That gentleman knows.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN]
says that the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Worcorr] knows more than any-
body else about this matter. He cer-
tainly does in my estimation also,

Mr. DILWEG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr, DILWEG. I believe that what the
gentleman intends to say is that the sup-
port price would not be below the ceiling
price, and not parity.

Mr, GIFFORD. Parity.

Mr. GORE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr. GORE. I think the gentleman is
vastly mistaken. I believe he means to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

say 90 percent of parity, rather than
parity.

Mr. GIFFORD. Very well. In matters
of the complex parity question make any
claim or statement you may desire. But
do not put another tree of detail before
me so that I cannot see the forest of
what I am trying to describe. The law
has been sufficiently set out. All can
read the law. I am trying to look at the
general picture, especially the results
now obtained. Subsidies? Of course, I
believe in subsidies. Is that being in-
consistent? Subsidy means simply a
grant from the Federal Government to
private industry when it is supposed to
be beneficial to the public. We have
always had subsidies, and we always will.
But there are many animals that I like
and many that I do not like. But they
are all animals, skunks among the rest.
Who does not believe in subsidies when
reasonable and desirable? They are in-
deed necessary at times of haste in prep-
aration for defense. You talk about sub-
sidies in New England. When the Gov-
ernment suddenly takes all of the ship-
ping away from New England, so that
we cannot get coal or oil, then the Gov-
ernment should see to it that other com-
pensatory methods are employed for
their delivery—aquite a different reason
for quite a different subsidy. This bill
does not have anything to do with that
kind of subsidy. This is limited to food
subsidies. The gentleman from Texas
even talks about the League of Nations
and the Republican conspiracy of many
years ago to bulwark his argument on
subsidies. He went so far afield that it
discloses the weakness of his conten-
tions. He says something about fats
and oils having special treatment in this
bill. These products, like aluminum,
were and are needed to make the am-
munition for war, and we had to get
them no matter what prices or subsidies
were paid for them. That is a highly
different class of subsidy than these con-
sumer class of subsidies under discus-
sion.

We are objecting to the subterfuges
indulged in by the administration to by-
pass this body. We have become tired of
being bypassed, Should I get the ax for
what the administration is doing against
the full intent of laws passed by Con-
gress? Our constituents blame us for
these things. These bureaucrats thirst
for power as a leech thirsts for blood.
Their itch for power and the continua-
tion of this administration is over-
whelming them. Their success thus far
in bypassing Congress in wartime has
whetted their appetite. The President
must look upon us with disgust and dis-
dain in that he so easily outgeneraled
us. How cowardly we have been in let-
ting him do it. He does many things and
then simply reports, “fait accompli.” It
is done and we must approve it, to save
the face of the United States Govern-
ment. Now, he thought he could bypass
us in the consumer-subsidy matter. But
the farmers all over this land of ours are
aroused and enraged. They have had
their medicine. They have had snoopers
enough, They have had questionnaires
enough. They know that if they want
this bounty, they will have to keep their
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books, and swear to the answers to all of
the questions the investigator wants to
ask, even to the degree of their stomach
ache, maybe. They fear all this, All
we want is the green light and the red
light, but keep your snooping agents
away from us, asking questions that are
none of their business. We do not belong
to a government of people who want to
be regimented that way. The farmer
well knows this is another attempt to
regiment and socialize him; also that a
subsidy will not suffice to cure his condi-
tion. “Hold the line.” Make a rule and
hide behind it. Keep it rigid. How
foolish, when, of course, it could not be
done without all sorts of exceptions.
Hold the line as best and reasonably as
you can is far different. But John L.
Lewis broke the line and made a very
large hole in it, large enough for the
labor army to enter. Hold the line, rigid,
just when the adjustments of many
things were in prccess and vitally
necessary, Just because some need to
be checked, all must suffer, even to the
point of collapse of their businesses,

Mr. FITZPATRICK, Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK, A few years ago
the gentleman was fighting for a sub-
sidy for the fishing interests in his
district.

Mr, GIFFORD. Was I?

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes, sir.

Mr. GIFFORD. I do not recall that.

Mr. FITZPATRICK, You do not re-
call that?

Mr. FITZPATRICK. It involved a
couple of million dollars that you wanted
to help out the fishing interests up there
and you took the floor here and made
a speech for it.

Mr. GIFFORD. Perhaps the gentle-
man may be mistaken. Anyway, I am
sometimes like you fellows; sometimes I
have a convenient memory.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Oh, no,

Mr. GIFFORD. No.

Mr. GIFFORD. Perhaps I ought not
to recall it. So seldom do our fishing
boys get anything.

Mr. FITZPATRICE. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormAck]
was very much interested, and you and
other delegations, both Democrats and
Republicans.

Mr. GIFFORD. Did we get it?

fIy‘.lrtr. FITZPATRICK., Yes; you got part
0oL 10,

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 1 intro-
duced a bill and we got an appropria-
tion first of $1,000,000, and then we got
more.

Mr. GIFFORD. Well, that is right.
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCormack] takes all the credit. But
I told you I liked some subsidies, did I
not? I am glad to be reminded of that.
I can now really have something to re-
mind my fishermen of next year and can
claim a part of Mr. McCorMACK'S share
of the credit. Fishermen have had a
hard time. They are an independent
group, They are and will be up against
harder times under O. P. A. treatment.
When the O. P. A. held a meeting with
the fishermen in my city they soon
learned how the fishermen regarded
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them. They walked out of the hall, say-
ing, “to hell with the O. P. A” You
cannot regiment my fishermen. Do not
try it. The farmers are now awake and
Jjoined up.

Mr., HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr. HILY,. Iam interested in subsidies,
too. We grow beets. I ask you because
I know nothing about it whatever, but
was not that fishery appropriation a
producer subsidy?

Mr. GIFFORD. Of course.

Mr. HILL. I am asking you.

Mr. GIFFORD. I thought it wise not
to enlarge upon it at the moment.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, GIFFORD. I yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I remember quite
distinetly, when we made provision that
the fishing industry would be exempt,
the argument was made on both sides of
this Chamber that the fishing boats
would not go out from Gloucester or any-
where else to catch fish to feed the peo-
ple unless we paid a subsidy. So, it is
very obviously, a producer subsidy, to
obtain the maximum amount of produc-
tion.

Mr. GIFFORD. I thank the gentle-
man. I am rescued. It was not wise
for me to prolong discussion of that mat-
ter.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD, I yield to the future
Senator. ¢

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
This bill does not carry any subsidy, does
it? The provision in controversy simply
denies the President the right to use
any of the funds appropriated by this bill
or others, to use a subsidy, if he decides
to do so?

Mr, GIFFORD. Contrary to law. It
is a producer subsidy that we are willing
to have; and not a consumer subsidy.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina,
What is the good of inserting this if the
law does not now permit him to use sub-
sidies when he thinks it is wise?

Mr. GIFFORD. Just to call his atten-
tion to the fact that he has not properly
interpreted the law and the intent of
Congress.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
And that is the only purpose, I would
judge, of the hill, to try to make the
President behave himself?

Mr. GIFFORD. Well, yes; put it that
way.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Girrrorp] has expired.

Mr, WOLCOTT. I yield the gentle-
man 5 additional minutes.

Mr. GIFFORD. I thank the gentle-
man, I desire to make a bhetter ending.
I have much material here yet for discus-
sion. Must we pass many laws, designed
to curb the President in his own inter-
pretation of them? Small wonder that
the bureaus are assuming to themselves
power that we did not have any notion
of granting them, noting the success of
the administration in multiplying per-
sonnel and activities,
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Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina,
Is that not a matter for the Department
of Justice to deal with, instead of a legis-
lative body?

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot imagine the
Department of Justice arresting the
present chauffeur. Only the people can
arrest him. The judges are appointed
by the Executive.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Does the gentleman think the courts of
the United States are creatures of this
great President that is- so disturbing
him?

Mr. GIFFORD. Well,
pointed most of them.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
To the courts?

Mr. GIFFORD. I want to be careful
what I say about that. I cannot allow
you to bait me further along that line.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
I would.

Mr. GIFFORD. I have great respect
for judges, but not always for their
opinions.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
What I am trying to get clear is this,
that this is a negative act, controlling
the will of the President, under what is
claimed to be the law, and prevents his
using any of the money appropriated to
any agency for the purpose of giving a
subsidy to keep down prices, or any other
purpose?

Mr. GIFFORD. Well, put it that way,
if you desire. But, keep in mind that
this is a consumer subsidy problem. We
are not preventing floor prices, support
prices, or even producer subsidies, even
if the line of demarcation is sometimes
a little confusing.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
That is the same thing. That is the
only purpose of this controverted pro-
vision.

Mr. GIFFORD. Well, its purpose is to
tell the President which road he shall
travel, and not trav.l the road of sub-
terfuge.
right. It will take a two-thirds vote to
racover this right. This is a lesson that
we be cautious in our grants to the Ex-
ecutive in the future. When the R. F, C.
is called upon to spend millions and mil-
lions of dollars to roll back prices, we
hesitate to believe that to be a proper
interpretation of any law yet passed by
Congress. Think of the billions that
could be available to the whim of the
Executive. Shall we stop it or not?

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
I love ‘he gentleman so much that when
he looks at me like he did then, I feel
like sitting down and quitting.

Mr, GIFFORD. Once before I had to
explain, “My face, I don't mind it, for I
am behind it! It is you out in front
that I jar.” I do look ugly at times and
greatly deplore it.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
What I am driving at is this: You say
they are to follow the law. I do not
think they are. That is a difference of
opinion, but the purpose of this con-
troverted provision in this act is to deny

he has ap-

Again Congress is asserting its.
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the President, or any agency of this Gov-
ernment the right to use appropriations
heretofore made, and appropriations
made by this bill, as subsidies to control
consumer prices?

Mr. GIFFORD. We will try to make it
strong enough this time. Our leaders
said on yesterday that we would vote for
this bill and then would pray that the
veto would not be overridden. In that
way we would be saved from ourselves.
Well, the President vetoed the antistrike
bill. I have thought that he prayed dili-
gently that we would override his veto.

Mr, FORD rose.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina,
Will the gentleman yield for another
question?

Mr. GIFFORD. Just a moment; the
gentleman from California is ahead of
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr, MORRISCN of North Carolina. I
beg his pardon.

Mr. FORD, The gentleman says he is
violating the law. The gentleman voted
for the adoption of the price-control bill
in 1942, did he not?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr. FORD. And most of the gentle-
man’s colleagues did.

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr.FORD. It carried overwhelmingly.

Mr. GIFFORD. We took 3 months
considering it and the officials knew right
well how the committee interpreted it.

Mr. FORD. All right; let me ask the
gentleman this question: Did we not di-
rect the President in that bill to stabilize
prices, to hold prices?

Mr, GIFFORD. Only as best he could.
We said nothing about “holding the line,
hell or high water.” The gentleman
knows the terms of the law as well as
I do.

Mr. FORD. Of course I do.

Mr. GIFFORD. If farmers need a cent
a quart more on milk to meet cost of
production, give it to them. That does
not mean a 10 percent rise in the cost
of living, nor does it mean, as the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. PaTMAN] said, a 10-
times increase. We hold the line at the
new prices determined as necessary for
production.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts,

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield,

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Does not the gentleman think that if the
President believes a law should be vetoed,
under his oath of office and under the
Constitution of the United States it be-
comes the President’s duty to veto it?

Mr, GIFFORD. But there are cases
where perhaps he might feel pleased if it
passed after he vetoed it. He may sat-
isfy his conscience and feel that his duty
ended there. But this President has
“Duteh” in him and he will persevere.
I may say that I think our President has
a political mind and that he weighs the
political results of all these policies and
measures. He seems to know where the
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votes left to him are and is catering to
them. This is my own opinion. It seems
to me that this is why he wants a con-
sumer subsidy. Does it matter to him
what the great majority of the people
and their elected Representatives may
desire? It seems not, and this attitude
will be proven if this act receives his
veto. The people are terribly tired of
his attitude of “Mother knows best.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has again
expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. Forpl.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, following
the debate that has so far taken place
on this bill I can come to no other con-
clusion than while this has been called
an antisubsidy bill it looks to me as
though it were developing into a piece
of rotten class legislation; rotten because
it picks out a certain class, the farmer,
and says that he shall have subsidies, he
shall have support prices, he shall have
incentive prices, he shall have any other
kind of price up to a certain amount of
parity or more, but no consumer regard-
less of where the prices go shall be per-
mitted to have a subsidy that might
enable him to live. Take the 15,000,000
white-collar people down below who have
not had any raises and let them start
paying 90 cents a pound for butter, 90
cents a pound for beef, 60 cents a pound
for pork, 25 cents a quart for milk, and
25 cents a loaf for bread and some of
you boys will hunt for the fox holes when
it comes next election time; I will tell
you that.

Mr. SADOWSEKI. Or $5 for a chicken
as we paid during the last war. Do you
remember that?

Mr. FORD. Probably; yes.

Mr. SADOWSKI. Five dollars for one
chicken.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, it is my
purpose to confine my remarks to section
3 of the pending bill.

This section purports to abolish all
subsidies in the following brave words:

Sec. 3. No funds appropriated to, borrowed
by, or in the custody or control of any gov-
ernmental agency (including any Govern-
ment-owned or Government-controlled cor=-
poration) shall be directly or indirectly used
by or made avallable to the Commedity Credit
Corporation or any other governmental
agency to make any subsidy or other pay-
ment, or to pay or absorb losses, on any agri-
cultural commodity or any commodity
processed or manufactured in whole or sub-
stantial part therefrom, including milk and
livestock and the products thereof.

Mr, Chairman, the language there is
clear to barring subsidies and I never
saw anything more direct than that.

Of course there is a reprieve of the sub-
sidy principle to December 31, 1943.
Then follows a lot of verbiage about
maximum prices not being established
below support prices, said support prices
not being subsidies only because they
are not called subsidies.

But, after all these brave words about
abolishing subsidies, on page 5, line 23,
we read these weasel words:

Provided further, That none of the forego-
ing provisions shall apply fo any payments
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or losses Incurred in transactions with re-
spect to competitive domestic vegetable ofls
and fats and ollseed.

Of course, soybeans, peanuts, and cot-
tonseed, at least, the last two products,
are important crops in Alabama and
other adjacent States.

So, my friends, we have a bill that
abolishes subsidies for the consumer, but
continues subsidies for the farmer. Of
course what the farmer is to get is not
called a subsidy. It bears various cam-
ouflage names. Sometimes it takes the
form of a loan, at other times parity
payment. Or it may be called soil con-
servation, support-price payment or in-
centive payments.

But all these payments have one com-
mon characteristicc. They are all paid
out of the Treasury of the United States.
So we have the $64 question, “When is
a subsidy not a subsidy?” It is not a
subsidy when Congress in its wisdom
calls it, for political expediency, some-
thing else.

So we have section 3 of this bill mas-
querading as a section to abolish sub-
sidies. To me it is a back-scratching,
log-rolling piece of political chicanery,
in other words a legislative fraud, which
by trick and device purports to abolish
subsidies on the one hand while estab-
lishing them on the other.

I am just wondering what farmers or
farm representatives are thinking about
when they get into a stew about subsi-
dies.

Let us just take a look-see. Since
1933, the cotton farmers alone have re-
ceived in subsidies $1,350,000,000. Other
farmers have received since 1933 ap-
proximately $6,000,000,000 under the
name, not of subsidies, but as parity
payments, crop-allotment and soil-
practice payments. Every dollar of the
money came from the Treasury.

When we read this record of subsidies
in one form or another, amounting in
the aggregate to so many billions of dol-

lars, is it any wonder if we nonfarmers

fail to understand this new-born rugged
individualism of the farmer, who, for 10
years, has been the recipient of the
Treasury’s bounty.

I would also like to call your atten-
tion to the fact that those who oppose
consumer subsidies point out that these
subsidies will be paid out of borrowed
money and that, therefore, the next gen-
eratio will be paying the present
generation’s grocery bill.

Since, however, the money that is still
to be paid in subsidies under section 3,
under the guise of support prices and
incentive payments and all the other
camouflaged subsidies that will still re-
main in force, all comes from the Public
Treasury and is, therefore, borrowed
money, these sums will also be paid by
the next generation.

If this vicious section 3 becomes a law,
and the inflation floodgates are opened,
as they will be, the billion or two spent
for consumer subsidies will not amount
to a drop in the bucket. But the misery
and disaster that will result will damn
this Congress forever.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
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gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
Burbpick].

Mr, BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, so
far as the farmer is concerned, the term
“subsidy” is a misnomer., It is an
undercover attempt to pay the farmer
only a part of what he is justly entitled
to. The name “subsidy,” however, sug-
gests to the general public a means of
giving the farmer something in the na-
ture of a special privilege. The farmer
is held up to the public mind as one who
will not do his fair share in this war ef-
fort unless he is paid well for it.

Nothing could be further from the
truth., The farmer is not yet getting
cost of production. He is selling his
normal output at a loss, and this sub-
sidy is an attempt, and probably the only
attempt that can be made in this Con-
gress, to even up the loss.

Surely, no one here seriously thinks it
would work to let the law of supply and
demand set the prices on farm products.
With all the idle money lying around,
this would mean run-away inflation, and
the farmer would be a victim along with
all others. So, the objection to subsidies
must be an objection to giving the farm-
er enough additional money to provide
him a fair return for his efforts. That,
I think, is what the trouble is about,
It’s the old story about refusing to give
the farmer a square deal.

Had this body years ago, 6 years ago,
4 years ago, 2 years ago, Or even now,
established & cost-of-production pro-
gram, we wouldn’t have all this fuss over
giving the farmer a part of what he is
justly entitled to. But this body for the
last 20 years has failed to adopt such a
program. Such a program never be-
came a law. The Congress passed such
a measure twice and it was twice vetoed.
During the last 9 years, Congress has
absolutely ignored any cost-of-produc-
tion program, and hence we are having
all this trouble over many phases of ag-
riculture.

Just to show you how the makeshift
price to be given the farmer is arrived
at, let me illustrate how the plan affects
wheat, hogs, and beef.

WHEAT

First, the average annual production
per county is defermined, and if the
average is 8 bushels per acre, that fact is
used in connection with other facts.

The second fact to be discovered is
what has been the historic acreage in
wheat on that farm. If that has been
150 acres, we have another fact to use in
our formula.

Third, we say fo the farmer, cut your
acreage 5 percent. On a basis of 150

acres, therefore, the farmer would plant

117 acres.

Fourth, we say to the farmer, if you
do cut your acreage, we will pay you 13
cents per bushel for the average yield on
the 32% acres which you did not plant.

Fifth, the computation now reads that
the farmer gets 13 cents per bushel on
the 32 acres at 8 bushels per acre, or
$42 25,

Result—over the same period, the
farmer sells 940 bushels at a loss of 20
cents per bushel—a net loss of $188. Ap-
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plying the so-called subsidy payment of
$42.25, total net loss, $145.75.

When, therefore, any move is made to
pay the farmer a small part of what he
is entitled to, the public flays the farmer
from coast to coast for being a grabber
and a recipient of special privilege.

Had we adopted the cost-of-production
program, all this mathematical and
philosophical formula could have been
avoided and the farmer’s proceeds would
be on a par with those in other lines of
production.

But Congress has curious mental proc-
esses, It refuses the farmer a living
price, and right now, during the war,
we decide to take away from the farmer
what little adjustmént we have hereto-
fore made.

This remands me of a quotation that
reads something like this:

. For unto everyone that hath shall be given,
and he shall have abundance; but from him

that hath not shall be taken away even that

which he hath. (St. Matthew, xxv: 29.)

In the case of beef, every time a house-
wife pays 55 cents for steak she con-
demns the cattle growers. The subsidy
on beef cattle only affects slaughter beef.
The top price is set at 16 cents per pound,
and a subsidy is supposed to take care of
the processor. This does not affect 95
percent of the beef cattle in North
Dakota, for the reason that we have
feeder cattle instead of finished cattle.
At the present time cattle breeders in
North Dakota are selling cattle at much
less than the cost of production. When
cattle arrive at south St. Paul or Chi-
cago from the western area, they are not
classed as butcher cattle and the 16 cents
limit does not apply. Our growers have
. to sell their cattle for what they can get,
and right now feeder cattle are selling as
low as 6! to T cents per pound. There
cannot be much logic in the assertion
that the subsidy on butcher cattle affects
our feeders. A 3-cent spread in price,
together with the poundage put on by
the feeder is considered a safe transac-
tion. If that held true, feeder cattle
should be bringing at least 10 to 13 cents
per pound. The frouble lies, rather,
with the price of feed—corn and barley,
Feeders are reluctant to buy because they
cannot see their way clear to put high-
priced feed into unfinished cattle.

What applies to cattle applies to hogs.
It takes about 12 bushels of barley to
make 100 pounds of pork, and with the
price of barley where it is and the price
of corn, no one can afford to feed out
hogs. The result is that you can buy in
"orth Dakota a trainload of hogs for 4
cents per pound or less.

All the ills of every conceivable nature
are charged to the subsidy, but if the
subsidy were removed the price to the
consumers would instantly rise, without
helping the producer of livestock which
are not fed out for the markets.

If all this is true—that the farmers
who are stockmen are selling for less than
the cost of production—how does it come
that the farmers of the great Middle
West are floating around in money? The
fact is that they are not wallowing in
wealth. They have debts and mountains
of debts accumulated during the 9 years

" bounteous crops.
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of the Dust Bowl havoc, and to their
credit it can be said that they are paying
their obligations. Remember another
thing—that we have had 3 unprecedent-
ed crop years—years where the produc-
tion was immense. It was no man's
fault that we had dry years, and it is to
no man’s credit that we have had three
That is due entirely
to the will of the Almighty.

We will have short crops again, just
as we have always had, and where will
the farmer be then? Under present
farm prices and with the average run
of fair and poor crops there would be
no farmers, in North Dakota, at least,
emerging into independence, but we
would have more clients for the Farm
Security Administration with no funds
voted by Congress to sustain the
program,

I want the consuming public to know
the truth about the farmers. I want
them to know that any subsidy that finds
its way back into the pockets of the
farmers is a return to them, in part only,
o the loss suffered in the sale of agricul-
tural products.

I am of the opinion that all these
underhanded payments ought to be cut
out but until this Congress provides a
law to give the farmer cost of production,
how can anyone from the Middle West
take away what little the farmer is able
to scrape up from the various Govern-
ment payments?

Some say the farmer is regimented,
but one glance.at the fields in North
Dakota and the kind of farming now
practiced cannot help but convince that
out of the whole -agricultural program
has come a better farming system, and
better land each year is left for the next
year's crop. Through this planned sys-
tem of farming, the devastating effect of
dry years can be checked and in the end
the farmer himself and the Nation will
be benefited by the program of the De-
partment of Agriculture.

Finally, I cannot agree to take any
benefit which the farmer is now getting
away from him during the present deadly
conflict. I have made the statement on
the floor of this House so often that I
have become a bore to some, that food
will win this war. We want more pro-
duction—more and more food: Even if
we did intend to cut out all benefits, is
this the time to do it? A great many
people in this country think this war
will soon end, but my judgment is that
we are going to have a long and costly
war. Many people are already to say
what the peace should be when we are a
long timeaway from peace. The farther
Germany is driven back to her own ter-
ritory, the more war will increase in in-
tensity. The Russians are demonstrat-
ing what it means to be fighting for their
homeland; the Germans will also dem-
onstrate what it means to be fighting for
the life of the actual Germany. In my
judgment, the side that has the last loaf
of bread will win this war. Should we,
therefore, in the name of economy, or in
the name of anything else, take away
from the farmer what few dribbles he
gets from the Government while we sit

T

here bluntly refusing the farmer’s pro-
gram of cost of production.

This present Congress will also refuse
any adequate appropriation to continue
the Farm Security Administration, where
thousands of farm families are being re-
suscitated and then actually paying their
way. No more short-sighted policy could
be adopted during a time when we need
experienced farmers to bring about the
success of our men in arms.

It is my considered opinion that if the
so-called subsidies are abolished now, the
small farmers of the Nation will receive
no benefits and at the same time the con-
suming public will be aroused and wages
will automatically have to go on up to
meet the cost of living, and a period of
general confusion and unrest will ensue
at just the time when we should be all
working together for a common purpose.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Kean]l.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, it is almost
universally recognized even by those who
are opposed to the present bill that when
we install the principle of consumer sub-
sidies we are stepping on dangerous
ground. If Congress once records itself
in favor of this principle at this time
of the country’s greatest income, the de-
mand for more and more subsidies will
be almost impossible to refuse in times
of depression, when incomes are small
and people are having real difficulty in
meeting their food bills.

If we approve of them now, subsidies
will become the demagogue’s paradise in
future years. “Vote for me and let the
Government pay your food bill” will be
the cry. Someone must pay the bill
ultimately, yes; but hidden taxes are not
difficult to levy. There is reminiscent
thought in this demand for food sub-
sidies which goes back to the Roman
Empire. “Bread and circuses” for the
multitude kept the people quiet and kept
the Emperor in power.

There has been no denial here that
consumer subsidies are inflationary in
the long run, and as has been said many
times on the floor in the last 2 days, it is
the utmost selfishness to ask our sons not
only to fight the war, but as the future
taxpayers of our Nation, to pay our
present grocery bills, plus the expenses of
administration of the program and in-
terest and carrying charges on the debt
incurred to pay these subsidies.

That subsidies are evil there can be no
question; but what we must decide today
is whether these evils are overbalanced
by the immediate benefits which might
result. It is true that subsidies paid di-
rectly to the producer will save the con=-
sumer slightly more than the amount
paid out, as the ultimate consumer pays
a price which is loaded by mark-ups
through various handlers.

It has been argued that if we can pre-
vent rises in certain basic items, it will
prevent a rise in all other items, and fan-
tastic figures have been produced by cer=
tain people showing what this may
amount to. I am frank to say I cannot
see any justification for this claim.
What has a subsidy on milk to do with
the price of, say, oranges?
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It is also true that there is an element
of the population who have received no
benefit from the war and to whom the
high cost of living is causing real hard-
ship. How large this group is is prob-
lematical.

When you consider total family take-
home pay, I do not think that the group
is as large as some think; but however
small, they deserve real consideration,
and it was for their protection that I
urged before the Rules Committee that
real consideration should be given to
the Herter food-stamp plan. If aid is
necessary for these people, it should be
given to those who need it, not spread
over everyone, be he rich or poor. You
and I, and an overwhelming majority
of the American people, can and should
pay cur own grocery bills now.

The argument has been made that, if
we do not continue subsidies, labor will
be justified in demanding the breaking
of the Little Steel formula; that wages
will go up; then prices; then wages; and
the spiral of inflation will be in full force.

Now, I am one of those who saw the
dangers of inflation long ago and have
been fighting to prevent it, long before
the administration was willing to come
to grips with the question.

Two years ago, I supported the theories
of Mr. Baruch, as embodied in legislation
proposed by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel for an over-all ceil-
ing; but at that time, as you remember,
the President succumbed to pressure
groups, ordered his followers to oppose
this legislation, and it was defeated on
the floor. Much of the trouble now be-
fore us might have been avoided if we
had faced facts realistically at that time.

Leaving out the question if the Little
Steel formula has not already been
broken; leaving out any question if this
rigid formula is the best one; let us ask
ourselves whether the proposed subsidies
would, in the lizht of wages which are
being paid, justify our adding these sums
to the real wages received by the work-
ingman.

The subsidy program will amount to
about a cent and a half per person per
day, if we take the figures presented to
the Banking and Currency Committee of
what is planned, or perhaps 3 cents a day
if the billion and a half subsidies are put
in, as suggested in Mr. Bowles' radio
speech a couple of nights ago.

In chart No. 15, placed in the hearings
by Mr. Gilbert of the O. P. A,, figures sup-
plied by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
show a rise in weekly earnings in all
manufacturing industry groups of over
35 percent from January 1941, the basic
date set to calculate the Little Steel
formula, to May 1943. y

There are no figures available showing
what further rise may have occurred in
the past 6 months.

It is true that there are certain ele-
ments of our working population who,
up to May 1943, had not had as great a
rise as that of the cost of living. Munici-
pal workers, school teachers, railroad,
and public-utility employees are exam-
ples of these classes; but the over-all rise
on the average has not been only the 15
percent provided by the Little Steel
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formula, or even the 23 percent repre-
sented by the increase in the cost of liv-
ing; but has been 35 percent.

Perhaps here and there further wage
rises are justified, but with these figures
before us, the passage of the present bill
certainly would not justify the collapse
of the entire present wage scale,

The weight of evidence seems heavy
against a subsidy program, and I will
vote for this bill gladly and with good
conscience.

Mr. MORRISOM of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield? ‘

Mr, EEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
What provision of this bill directs or
authorizes a subsidy?

Mr. KEAN. None.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
This is an effort indirectly to interpret
and control legislation heretofore en-
acted or which the President claims has
been enacted.

Mr. KEAN. What bill that has been
passed provides for subsidies?

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
I did not mean to go into that, but that is
the contention. There is one authoriz-
ing him by public proclamation, in refer-
ence to strategic materials or necessary
materials, to go to the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation and get money to
pay for subsidies for various things.

Mr, KEAN. The intent of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee when that
legislation passed certainly did not in-
clude consumer subsidiés.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.

. Then there would not be any law, as the

gentleman contends, of course, for them
to do what they are doing?

Mr. KEAN. No.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
My question is directed to this situation:
What law has been enacted or which they
claim you have enacted?

Mr, KEAN. If they have misinter-
preted the laws which we have passed,
the only remedy, which the Congress has,
is to specifically forbid it.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Why not do-it in a direct act then?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. KEEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I was very much
interested in the gentleman’s figures as
to how much it would amount to per
person per day provided they have these
subsidies. Does the gentleman have any
figures as to how many cents per day it
will add to the burden of the average
citizen if we authorize subsidies?

Mr. KEAN. Well, the question would
arise as to what type of bonds they may
sell and how they borrow the money.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. How much will
the cost of subsidies add to the taxpay-
ers’ burden per day,

Mr. KEAN. That all depends on the
interest charges on the money borrowed
to get the money to pay these subsidies.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Does not the
gentleman believe they would exceed the
amount of savings to the average
citizen?

Mr. EEAN. Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT. Will the gentleman
Weld?

Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman

- from Pennsylvania,

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman has
given a good factual account of his own
ideas of this program. I do not agree
with some of the inferences that the ggn-
tleman states, but I do believe his work
shows a lot of study. Here is something
that occurs to me: The people who be-
lieve in your interpretation of this act
feel that the price of living, the cost of
living, may be raised if we abolish all
subsidies and you can hold it there. We
who disagree with you feel that once the
line is abandoned it cannot be held. I
think that is the direct issue between
us.

Mr. KEAN. I think the gentleman
states his proposition well.

Mr. SADOWSKI. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EEAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan,

Mr. SADOWSKI. I gather from the
gentleman’s statement he is not fearful
of inflation in the event this bill passes?

Mr. KEAN. No.

Mr. SADOWSKI.
does not fear inflation?

Mr. KEAN. No; not if the adminis-
tration makes use strictly of the powers
which it has,

Mr. SADOWSKI. Are you and the
other Members of Congress who take
your position willing to assume full re-
sponsibility in the event that inflation
does occur?

Mr. KEAN. I am not assuming any
responsibility for this administration.

Mr. SADOWSKI. You will have to as-
sume responsibility for the situation
that will follow the passage of this hill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLum-
LEY].-

The gentleman

A SUBSIDY EXACTS A TRIEUTE

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, Ben-
jamin Franklin or somebody said, “Vir-
tue is its own reward.” Benjamin
Franklin should know.

Anyway, for the last 2 or 3 years I
have been talking and voting against
subsidies, and now we are coming into
our own, for we will defeat the admin-
istration’s proposals, adopt the commit-
tee’s recommendations, pass the bill
now, and again over a threatened veto—
or else the will of the people will be
thwarted.

Opposition to the conclusions of the
committee is senseless. The policies of
the administration to the contrary have
been wrong since their inception.

I hope I have not reached that age
when I cannot listen to reason or put
my opinion against the world. In this
instance I voice the sentiment of an

coverwhelming number of millions of

Americans,
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I am willing to be shown, and there
are plenty to defend me when I say I
will admit when I am wrong—much as
I hate to do it.

I often think of what Emerson said
about consistency, which he called “the
‘hobgoblin of little minds adored by little
statesmen and philosophers and di-
vines.” And he went on to say, if you
recall, that—

With consistency a great soul has simply
nothing to do. Speak what you think to-
day—

Said he—
in words as hard as cannon balls, and to-
morrow speak what tomorrow thinks in hard
words again, though it contradict everything
you said today.

I have been the consistent opponent
of the administration’s doctrine and
policy of scarcity which makes it neces-
sary for it'to rob Peter to pay Paul as
it steals money out of the pocket of
one to pay the other while it puts both
in debu.

I have talked so many times, here and
elsewhere, in opposition to subsidies as
proposed by this administration; I have
quoted everybody and stacked figures
on top of one another so many times in
an effort to show the futility of subsidies
that I will not presume to say anything
more except “I told you so.”

We can save this country from New
Deal devastation only by defeating its
attempts to give the public another
hypodermic injection from which the
patient, the body politie, if it survives,
must recover at great expense of time
and money and effort, reduced to taxes
which the people shall pay if subsidies
are imposed or granted or permitted as
a way out.

SCARING THE PEOPLE TO DEATH

The admistration has tried to scare
everybody to death with threats of what
will happen—which will not. Most peo-
ple know that if the New Deal will only
let the law of supply and demand alone
it will work out for them the economic
salvation of the masses when it gets back
its equilibrium after the jar of the New
Deal subsidies. It always has; it always
will,

The New Deal monkey wrench thrown
into the cogs of rationalized living has
done the world a definite damage from
which it will .take a century to recover.

None of its experiments has been new.
Its audience has been new, and inex-
perienced. Just why a dollar paid as
a subsidy will buy the common sense
of a people who eventually must pay the
bill is a question no philosopher can,
will, or *should try to answer. But, as
Abraham Lincoln said, “You can't fool
all the people all the time.”

The time has now arrived for the
multitude of common people to use the
sense God has given them. They know
you cannot get something for nothing
and that if you are bought you are sold,

Subsidies are an insidious sop to
soak up the support of those who never
have contributed any real effort toward
the uplift of mankind or the benefit of
themselves. What you get as a subsidy
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you pay for tenfold as a tax, and those
who have to pay the bills while the blood-
suckers on the body politic grow fat at
the expense of the multitude.

Subsidies are wrong ab initio and al-
ways—especially so in the instant case.
Those who most strongly urge their
adoption do it as they would resort to
the use of a life preserver, in a last ex-
tremity.

Let me tell you if the American Re-
public as a patient ever recovers from
all the experimental doctrination at-
tempted, and/or all the experiments
tried out on the body politic during the
last 10 years, it will be because God loves
America, in spite of and not by reason
of anything the New Deal has done to
conserve and to preserve the most out-
standing example of a government of,
for, and by the people the world has ever
known. ;

God save the State.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY],

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
have a good idea that in the peaceful
days that will follow the strike of World
War No. 2, when the researchers through

" these distant years begin to look back

and find the point at which the break-
through of inflation of World War No. 2
occurred, they will put their finger on
today’'s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I believe they will determine with sta-
tistics and logic that there was one
agency and one agency alone, the United
States Congress, if in possession of the
judgment and the courage that the day

emanded, that could have stemmed

this tide against the disaster of inflation
that marked World War No. 2.
POWER POLITICS AT WORK

I believe they will write that powerful
groups composed of labor, industry, and
a few farm organizations all leveled
heavy artillery on Congress and that we
faltered and fell back and retreated from
a line that was destined to protect all
against inflation.

The constant din for higher and better
prices, bigger and better wages, is heard
on this floor from day to day. I rarely
remember when a Member took the floor
to argue that some specific price was too
high. It is generally the same. This
price and that price are always not high
enough. Some prices somewhere in this
big scheme of things must have been
placed at too high a level.

Once in a great while the complaint,
of course, is vaguely made that the gen-
eral cost of living has gone too high, and
for that they simplify the thing and say
that O. P, A. is to blame. I do not re-
member many Members of Congress
putting our fingers on any of these spe-
cific prices and charging the blame up to
them. Yesterday it was the same story—
the reason the cost of living has increased
was claimed that O. P. A. has blundered.

PERFECT JOB IMPOSSIELE

I do not believe you will ever have
perfect price control. ¥You and I and
other Members have always said that

you could not have the Government run-
ning business because you could not col-
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lect in Washington any set of brains
that could run this complex and confus-
ing economy of ours satisfactorily. Now
when we find ourselves in the greatest
World War of all times, spending $250,-
000,000,000, we know we have to have
wartime price and ration controls. I
do not think we need to argue that point.
So is it unusual, is it expecting any-
thing that we did not know before, when
we find that the very thing we had al-
ways said comes true in this war?

MUST BE TRIAL AND ERROR

It is bound to be a system of frial
and error. We are flying in an un-
known field in order to try to get
through this war without the disaster
of inflation ruining our economy. I
think it is to the credit of the committees
of this Congress that they are active and
alert and alive and investigating and
turning up the errors that they find. I
have been glad to see that many of these
errors turned up by these committees
have been corrected. In spite of the
shortcomings—and there have been
thousands and will be thousands more
of mistakes—the fact is that the end re-
sult we have gotten has been that the
cost of living has risen only half as much
in World War No. 2 as it did during
World War No. 1 in the same period.
Bear in mind that World War No. 1 was a
$25,000,000,000 war, and World War No. 2
is a $250,000,000,000 war. The stresses
and the strains on our economy are ten
times as great as they were in the World
War No. 1 period.

GOOD POLITICS TO CONDEMN

I have been in politics long enough to
know that it is pretty good politics to go
before any group and stand up and cuss
and damn the O. P. A., and hear the ap-
plause ring to the rafters. I know that
and you men know that. You can al-
ways win a popularity contest back home
by making that speech at almost any
group and almost any gathering., I
know, too, those with something to sell
are always going to feel that they have
been discriminated against on their one
price of the thing they sell, overlooking
the fact that they are protected on a
thousand prices of the things they have
to buy.

Yes; it is good politics to cuss and
damn the O. P. A.—it is good politics as
long as the price line is held, as long as
the dam stands to keep this onrush of
devastating inflation from swamping
everyone that is caught beneath that
dam, and that is the majority of the
people in this country. If is the major-
ity of the little people who do not have
great enough earning power and only
their tiny savings who will be crushed
by this tide of inflation.

WHO 18 RESPONSIBLE?

Let all the controls be swept away,
break down your ceilings, and let prices
skyrocket, and the folks back home will
sooner or later look up in the REcorp and
see who did it.

I think today Congress stands on the
very threshold of inflation. We are
about to break in disordered retreat from
a line that has been held reasonably well
for over a year's time. That line was
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held fairly well on prices and it has held
pretty well on wages. But now because
Congress finds less than a dozen prices in
the squeeze, and because one buccaneer
with a pistol at Uncle Sam’s head, John
L. Lewis, forced infiltration in the wage
line—and I do not deny it—I do not
think we ought to surrender and say that
all is lost and we must retreat and with-
draw.
OUR DUTY TO FIGHT

I think it is Congress’ duty to stay here
and fight this thing out. I do not think
we will be doing our Nation the service
we owe it if we say, “Yes; everything is
lost. Let us retreat and see if inflation
can catch up with us.”

Today we are in sight of victory if we
had the judgment to perceive it. We
need to beat back the counterattack by
two powerful forces, one on the price
flank and one on the wage flank. We
can win this fight. Congress is the only
power in this Nation strong enough to do
this fighting., If we fail, I hate to think
of the consequences.

We need to beat back, first, this at-
tack on the price flank, for if we lose,
there we unhinge our line, and must fall
back on the wage flank as well. The two
are tied together. You cannot retreat
on one without retreating on the other,

LIVING COSTS GO UP

It is proposed here by section 3 to
withdraw one of the weapons that are
helping us to hold the price line. To
withdraw and deny the use of subsidies
abruptly on December 31 will increase
the cost of food by 7 percent and the cost-
of-living index by 3 percent. I would be
glad to go along with any plan suggested
by either side of the aisle if they can give
us any plan-other than subsidies that
will prevent this precipitous and disas-
trous price raise from taking effect on
December 31,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin., Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I have very lim-
ited time, but I will yield for a question
or a very short suggestion if the gentle-
man has one.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, If that
is the case, does the gentleman think
that the approach to the flour or the
bread problem can be met by a
$100,000,000 subsidy at a time when we
have an embargo against any wheat even
coming into our country?

Mr. MONRONEY. I certainly think it
can. I am going on now with my talk,
because I do not have very much time.

It is true that we can let these prices
go up in the market place, and that is
what this bill proposes, but when you do
you break in disordered retreat from the
wage line.

NINE HUNDRED MILLION VERSUS FIVE AND ONE=-
HALF EILLION

It is true that we can avoid spending
$900,000,000 a year in subsidies. We
can let butter go up 9 cents a pound,
milk a cent a quart, sugar a penny a
pound, bread a cent a loaf, and meat
from 3 to 5 cents a pound, and so on,
but do we actually save this money?
By withdrawing the subsidies we do not
save, since the wage flank moves forward

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

to cost ‘us, not the $900,000,000, but
five and one-half billion by breaking the
wage line, the direct governmental cost of
this maneuver,

I say now to my friends on the left is
anyone so childish as to believe this ad-
ministration will keep wages frozen at a
point 10 percent less than its wage
formula?

FORCE UP WAGES TEN BILLION

Be realists and you will admit that all
wages will move upward unless Congress
holds both flanks. Abandoning this
line that has held for more than a year
means that you will not soon find an-
other position on which you can hold,
for immediately after your wage line is
broken by 10 percent, it is already ob-
solete, Its immediate effect on the cost
of living will so skyrocket living gosts
that another increase and another and
another still occur as higher wages bump
up the cost of all production. Your war
costs, for, after all, the Government is
the biggest buyer in the market, will be
increased not by a billion, but by ten,
twenty, or even one hundred billion be-
fore the cycle has run its course.

Bear in mind Uncle Sam is the big-
gest buyer of food and all production.
He is buying 55 percent of production
of goods in this country. And when you
raise the cost of that wage bill on that
55 percent you surely increase the cost
of war first by $5,500,000,000 and on down
the line in jumps of $5,000,000,000 and
$10,000,000,000 as we further retreat be-
fore inflation.

MUST LIMIT SUBSIDIES -

I am not advocating the unbridled and
unlimited use of subsidies. I have lis-
tened patiently to all the hearings. I
think one element we all have against
subsidies is the fear they will be abused
and misused. I agree they are danger-
ous and their widespread use is infla-
tionary. We have here a choice be-
tween two evils—inflation or subsidies.
I do believe they are one of many weap-
ons necessary to be used if we are going
to control inflation. I believe it is the
duty of Congress to proscribe and limit
the use of these subsidies rather than
to oversimplify this complex situation
and to bar their use completely. I have
tried to devise ways to develop and pro-
hibit unlimited and ill-advised subsidies,
and I am going to propose an amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

THREE LIMITATIONS

I first propose to limit it as to the
amount. I propose to limit it to $750,-
000,000 to be spent between January 1
and September 30, 1944, That is barely
enough to cover the present program
at its present level, and to include the
pending subsidy on bread and flour which
will cost from $65,000,000 to $100,000,000
a year, This is $200,000,000 less than the
amount they say they need in order to
do this job, but we have practiced econ-
omy oftentimes in this Congress by cut-
ting those estimates far below what offi-
cers think they need. We find we get
better dollars-and-cents value when we
do it.
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CONTINUED TO SEFTEMEER 30, 1944

As to the program continuing after the
war or continuing after the need for
subsidies is nonexistent I think we should
make the time expire early for the use
of any subsidies. -

I propose to prohibit their use after
September 30, 1944. The reason for that
date, and I would like to have them ex-
pire earlier to have them come back to
Congress sooner so we can check on it,
but, gentlemen, we have to get these
programs through the crop-growing
season and through the canning season.
It would be foolish to cut them off on
June 30, the date when the Price Control
Act expires, because it would leave our
whole war-production program in a state
of flux and uncertainty. So I believe that
when the Congress takes up the Price
Control Act on June 30, 1944, we can then
determine this issue of subsidies, whether
to continue the act or not, in the light
of the conditions at that time. But I
think we should then taper off our sub-
sidy program so as not to abruptly dis-
rupt and dislocate our vast war-produc-
tion economy.

MUST HOLD WAGE LINE

One other point I have there in addi-
tion to the money limit and in addition
to the time limit is, if the general upward
adjustment of wages is ordered, if your
Little Steel formula is broken, then I do
not believe: you ought to pay subsidies.
There is no need in the world for paying
subsidies if you break the line on wages.
And my only reason for advocating sub-
sidies today is to help us hold this wage
line against this $10,000,000,000 break.
That, I know, will destroy our whole
economy and will surely occur by this
exclusion of subsidies. We help the
President hold the line on wages through
my amendment, because if this line is
broken on the Little Steel formula, then
the authority to use subsidies is gone.
He can show labor and others who today
are demanding the abandonment of our
line against inflation, this absolute pro-
hibition against use of subsidies if the
wage line is broken. Thus, their gains
would be illusory and their relative pur-
chasing power not increased. 'This
amendment, I feel, gentlemen, will work
for stabilization and not against stabili-
zation,

DISLIKE UGLY WORD

There are many here, and I also, per-
sonally, who dislike the ugly word “sub-
sidies.” I hate the sound of it, but I do
not hate it enough to make me deny the
use of a weapon that I think is highly
important in this terrific fight to prevent
destruction of the value of savings, in-
surance, bonds, and the standard of liv-
ing of Americans.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, BROWN of Georgia. I yield 3 ad-
ditional minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma.

Mr, MONRONEY. I want to thank
the acting Chairman [Mr. BRowN] who
has been very courteous and kind to the
minority Members on this issue, and it
is indeed appreciated,
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MAY NOT VETO BILL

One other point I would like to make.
I am not accusing anybody of playing
politics on this thing, because I do not
have any such information. But I do
believe, however, that if some Members
are going to vote against subsidies on
the theory that the President will veto
the bill anyway, thus saving them from
the backfire of skyrocketing living costs,
they are playing with fire.

It might be shrewd politics to please
both sides, the millions who are strongly
against subsidies, and not incur the ter-
rible complaint of crushing advances in
living costs, if you were certain that the
President would veto the bill.

I am afraid that those who might con-
sider this will be playing with Roman
candles in a powder factory. No one can
say for certain that the President will
veto the bill so you can have your cake
and eat it too,

The situation is not the same as it was
when the first bill was vetoed in June.
Bear in mind, in June there was only
one labor leader then who was willing to
sacrifice the stabilization program in his
demand for higher wages. That was
John L. Lewis,

Today you have dozens of powerful
leaders of American labor, insisting and
clamoring for increases to break the
wage formula because of this Lewis
raise. The wage formula has never been
under such pressure since it was insti-
tuted and now stands in grave danger of
collapsing.

WAGE FORMULA ENDANGERED

The President, perplexed, worried, and
troubled by the most difficult labor sit-
uation this administration or a com-
mander in chief has ever faced, is liable
to have to break the line, By Congress
breaking the line first on prices, by re-
treating in the fight we almost force a
break in the line on wages. So I would
not be so sure, if any of you are relying
on this Presidential veto, that that will
be the thing that will occur. Congress
will be leading with its chin if we pass
this bill now, while the wage situation is
so critical, we pour gasoline on the fire
of inflation. We must be prepared to ac-
cept the blame and the Nation will so
place it.

Today is the day to strengthen his
hand by helping him to hold the line,
not only on prices, but on wages as well.
We can hold the line by not being afraid
of the ugly word “subsidies.” We can
hold the line by opposing powerful
groups that are now seeking to make
more money out of this war. We can
hold the line by being politically unpop-
ular in the fight against inflation. We
can save this Nation from the disastrous
spiral that inflation will cause.

This insurance will cost us $750,000,000
for the next 10 months. That is less
than 1 percent of our Government’s an-
nual expenditure. We are insuring
against the spiral of inflation by making
this investment and if we can underwrite
the risk on tens or hundreds of billions
of dollars of potential and impending in-
flation, it is a mighty good investment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma [(Mr, MoN-
RONEY ], has again expired.
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Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois [Miss SUMNER].

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr, Chair-
man, the experience of foreign countries
seems to demonstrate that-our subsidy
program is bound to be much more ex-
pansive and expensive than you have
been led to believe.

Two years ago I opposed both the Hen-
derson and Baruch plans for price con-
trol. Before we voted on those plans in
the Banking and Currency Committee,
I offered a substitute policy of my own
which would be less of a strain on the
country. It consisted of having the ad-
ministration set aside a broad field of
luxuries which there would be no at-
tempt to control, some of which in fact,
Government would actively encourage to
rise in price. Under my plan, govern-
ment would concentrate on the control
of food and other necessities required for
the war and for keeping the citizens of
the country in good health for the dura-
tion, these commodities being permitted
to rise in price sufficient to get necessary
maximum supply. Since only eight
members of the committee voted for my
plan, I did not offer it on the floor, not
wishing to hurt a good cause by prema-
ture presentation but since have privately
tried to persuade key officials to adopt it
since they already have the legislative
power to do so if they choose. Luxuries,
by this plan, could help pay for the war
since luxuries would then become the
escape valve for inflationary money.

I learned only recently that England
uses a Spartan policy, described herein-
after, which is much like the policy I de-
vised except that it affords less relief to
taxpayers.

This summer, when the Commodity
Credit bill was before our committee, the
committee voted to strike out the provi-
sion similar to the one embodied in the
present bill linking prices to parity and
substitute instead an amendment I
offered embodying one feature of my
original plan—to the effect that prices
of foods be permitted to rise to the extent
necessary to secure adequate production.
The committee, however, before bringing
the bill to the floor, r.versed itself on
the question in an informal meeting
called for the purpose, though I person-
ally still prefer the previously adopted
amendment, since it did not extend price
increases to less essential commodities
simply because of their relation to parity.

I deeply regret that my whole plan has
not been adopted, because it would mean
less deficits, less taxes, less pressure to
sell bonds, fewer shortages, fewer strikes,
and fewer economiec troubles stored up
for the future, though, to be sure, it
would also mean that individuals would
not buy so many luxuries and would
probably buy more bonds instead. The
present price-control policy, which uses
Government manpower and money to
control the prices of such luxuries as
imported wines, seems to me to be utterly
unfair to the future generations.

The questions hereinbefore referred to,
of course, have no bearing on the sub-
sidy issue except that under my plan
vou would never find the Government
paying subsidies for luxuries, as you are

9721

likely to do under the present plan, which
is like Canada’s. In Canada there was
such a vigorous public protest that the
Government was forced to give up pay-
ing subsidies on grapefruit, leather goods,
and a long list of articles the public con-
sidered luxuries, which means that
Canada will gradually have fewer of
the luxuries they could just as well have
under the British or my plan. The Ca-
nadian Minister has publicly stated that
is what it will mean.

This time we had before us Dr. Gil-
bert, Chief- Economist of the O, P. A,
Although he vociferously favors con-
sumer subsidies and, under present cir-
cumstances, I oppose them, I found that
we were able to agree upon the prin-
ciples involved. We agreed, of course,
that the large amount of money now in
the hands of consumers is a potential
threat of runaway prices. The National
City Bank, by the way, in its recent
bulletin, points out that the so-called
inflationary gap is by no means an ac-
curate measure of that threat. A cer-
tain psychology—for instance the feel-
ing that money is to become cheap as
spinach—might suddenly cause people
to cash in their Government bonds and
use a much larger sum of money than
the estimated inflationary gap and start
buying tangible property sending prices
into a panic of increases.

We agreed that, given enough money
and police power, O. P. A, can maintain
the rigid general price ceiling—though
I learned later that even Germany with
an indomitable Gestapo has not been
able to maintain the rigid price ceiling.
Even there prices have risen, it is said.

We further agreed on the important
and incontrovertible principle that if
rigid ceilings are maintained some re-
lief is going to have to be given because
costs, due to war strains, are bound to
rise in an increasing number of in-
stances. This principle was well stated
by the Canadian Minister of Finance,
Hon. J. L. Ilsley in April 1842;

The necessity for subsidies or their equiv-
alent arises from the fact that the costs of
providing goods or services to the Canadian
consumer cannot be completely controlled
or from the fact that in some cases these
costs were actually Ligher at the time the
ceiling was imposed than the level of costs
that were then being reflected in the prlces
charged., * * * Insofar as these costs
rise beyond the amount which the industry
can absorb with fixed prices, we must either
do without those goods, or raise the ceiling
on their prices, or else pay subsidies or take
some equivalent action to meet these in-
creased costs.

Dr. Gilbert agreed that because such
cases multiply, regardless of what you
might pay for subsidies next year, the
following year the amount of the bill for
subsidies would probably be greater, If
you adopt the consumer subsidies relief
policy you have a debt spiral and if you
adopt the price increase technique for
giving relief, you get a price spiral.

The chief reason, it seems, that Dr,
Gilbert advocates using the subsidy tech-
nique is that he honestly fears the reac-
tion of urganized labor to any price in-
creases, He feels that if prices of such
essentials as milk and meat are per-
mitted to rise to the extent required to
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give relief from high costs and get ade-
quate supply, it will be a signal for seri-
ous strikes in essential industries.

This very same labor argument which
induces Dr. Gilbert to favor subsidies is
the one which persuades me that we
should vote against subsidies and use the
price increase relief technique instead.
As I see it, the fact that organized lahor
is capable of exerting such tremendous
pressure against increased prices means
that if the administration adopts the
price instead of the subsidy technique,
0. P. A. will be careful to raise prices only
sparingly. The administration has al-
ways used a cheap food policy even be-
fore the war, never encouraging prices to
go beyond parity until the war started.
With a vigilant labor group pressuring
constantly against increased prices, the
O. P. A, you may rest assured, would not
permit much of a price increase. Even
now when they would get a more nearly
adequate supply if in a few cases they
raised price ceilings slightly, they seem
to prefer shortages.

Today, for instance, on the agricul-
tural front, only a few price increases
seem to be needed—beef 3 cents, corn
around 20 cents, and milk, a cent or two
in some areas. In the report of the
Gaumnitz Food Advisory Committee, ap-
pointed by Secretary of Agriculture
Wickard this year, which, for some rea-
son, was suppressed, only the summary
on the first page being given to the pub-
lic, I find that they estimate that an
additional 7,000,000 bushels of corn
might be made available,

Living on a commercial grain produc-
ing farm, I am convinced from personal
observation that such a price increase
would substantially increase the amount
©of corn production. I am equally con-
vinced, however, by the Government of-
ficials themselves that they will not
grant any such increase, preferring ap-
parently to let the country try to survive
the so unnecessary shortage though the
rather drastic food report of the Gaum-
nitz Food Advisory Committee says:
The United Nations have not even been hold-
ing their own: Food stocks have declined
steadily to the point where there is no more
than a small operating reserve in any coms-
modities except sugar and wheat—and wheat
reserves will probably be depleted in the next
2 or 3 years at the present consumption rate.

Therefore, I believe that if the price-
increase technigue for giving relief were
voted there would not be much of a price
spiral. I believe, on the other hand,
that if the administration is given un-
restrained power to use the subsidy tech-
nique, the debt spiral will be large in-
deed. Organized labor never has exerted
political pressure against Government
spending and no other group has exer-
cised effective pressure against it. The
administration has always spent lav-
ishly and even wantonly. Dr. Gilbert
himself is coauthor of the so-called
New Deal bible, entitled “An Economic
Program for American Democracy,”
which advocates unlimited spending.
Dr. Gilbert, who has been called the
master mind of O. P. A,, has such a flex-
ible mind that I feel sure he does not
advocate unlimited spending now. In-
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deed, he said he wanted to spend not
more than $1,000,000,000 next year for
subsidies. You and I know, however,
that with power given them to spend as
they please, those higher than Dr. Gil-
bert would not harken either to him or
anybody else who advocated reasonable
limits on the subsidy spending.

The way the subsidy program is likely
to expand, even if we had the less ex-
pensive kind of program England has,
may be observed if you study the Eng-
lish program. In England the conditions
are almost ideal for using the subsidy
technique in a restrained manner. Eng-
land is small, No citizen there lives far
from the capital as our citizens do, there-
fore, mistakes can be noticed and cor-
rected quickly. Much of the food supply
is imported, easily controlled by govern-
ment from the time it reaches the ports
of entry. England receives cheese and
several other foods under lend-lease. No
subsidy from the British Government in
such cases need be used. There is in
England, moreover, a traditional civic
resistance against Government extrava-
gance. Since, for the duration of the
war, there are to be no elections there
is no temptation to grant lavish subsidies
as a means of winning elections. Since
England does not control the prices of
luxuries, there is this broad field where
there is no reason to grant subsidies. The
British Government even stopped giving
subsidies on bacon—ham-—leaving it to
reach the natural price.

England, please note, has no formal
“hold the line” order, no rigid general
price ceiling, and no artificial wage dam
like the Little Steel formula which looks
so noninflationary on paper but which,
quite obviously, permits inflationary
wage increases in numerous cases where
unnecessary and refuses wage increases
in industries where higher wages would
increase needed supply and often might
reasonably be absorbed by the industry
concerned instead of by consumers.

Price control and other forms of regi-
mentation which eliminate economic
freedom are, of course, most easily ad-
ministered in countries where the people
are living in a state of fear as in Russia
or Germany. Repeated bombings give
British citizens, presumahly, something
of that state of fear which enables offi-
cials to control prices effectively and re-
fuse unnecessary subsidy requests.

Operating on the theory that the rich
can afford to pay their own living ex-
penses but taking care that the poor do
not suffer for lack of money to pay for
essential goods, England stopped trying
to control the price of milk., The price
of milk, it should be noted, however, did
not rise very high when price ceilings

were released. Instead of using a sub-.

sidy which would help pay the milk bill
of every citizen as our Price Adminis-
tration wants to do, England has sub-
sidized only milk for children under 5
and for nursing and expectant mothers,
issuing these groups coupons permitting
them to buy specified amounts. Chil-
dren at school get one-third pint of miik
a day. In all 3,000,000 persons have been
benefited. England, by the way, also has
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canteens supplying food for defense
workers.

Britain has used the kind of policy
which I have always advocated, letting
luxuries rise in price so that those who
buy luxuries help pay for the war. She
has readily permitted wage and price in-
creases where deemed advisable. She
has concentrated her efforts on getting
an adequate supply of nutrients, giving
Government aid only to those who need
it. In England, as in Germany, some
subsidies are not paid with Government
money but are paid out of a pool made
up by levying a charge against those who
buy low-cost materials for the benefit of
those who have to buy high-cost mar-
ginal materials. England, like Canada,
has used some ingenuity, removing tariff
duties so as to eliminate the need of price
increases, instead of actively causing in-
flationary cost increases as our Govern-
ment does, an example being the way our
administration imposes a 3-percent
transportation tax on all commodities—
4 cents in the case of coal.

Since the British use a policy which is
more sensible than that used by our ad-
ministration, they have much less need
or temptation to expand subsidies under
their plan than our Government. Even
under these almost ideal laboratory con-
ditions, however, their subsidy system
has grown in a manner which should
completely disillusion us of the hope that
in America the use of subsidies will not
spread. In England the subsidy system
has expanded to this extent: ;

First. At present 90 percent by
weight, of the foods in the cost-of-living
index are subsidized.

Second. Subsidies have been extended
not only to farmers but also to middle-
men, factories and retailers. There is
even a subsidy for fish whicl enables
citizens who live in middle England to
get fish as cheaply as the next-door
neighhors to the fishermen.

Third. Wages are subsidized—the larg-
est wage subsidies going for agricultural
and mining wages. They pay, for in-
stance, $80 per acre for flower gardens
turned to vegetable gardens. Cost of
“plow-up” subsidies not included in cost
figures given below.

Fourth. They have found it necessary
to have renegotiation of subsidy con-
tracts—essential, they feel, to prevent
rank injustice to British taxpayers. Re-
calling the amount of protest against
renegotiation of contracts here in Amer-
ica when relatively few contracts were
affected, you know ahead of time what
pressure there will be against economiz-
ing by means of renegotiation.

Fifih. In England, where officials
never loot their own taxpayers—the cost
of subsidies for that relatively small
country has been enormous: $232,000,-
000 in 1940, $320,000,000 in 1941, $510,-
000,000 in 1942, and $600,000,000 in 1943.

Now, after comparing the two coun-
tries and their policies, how much chance
do you think there is of holding down
subsidies in America to any $1,000,000,-
000 a year for next year? $5,000,000,000
or $10,000,000,000 more likely. Frankly,
I am afraid to trust this administration
with a subsidy relief policy. I would
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not, on the other hand, trust a Coolidge
or Hoover administration with a price-
increase relief policy. Only the Presi-
dent can alter personnel. Where, as
here, it is consistent with good prin-
ciples, Congress can and should fix the
policies to fit the personnel.

At the time our committee first held
hearings on price control I requested an
historical survey and was jovially
laughed off with the remark that Ham-
murabi started it. We need a histor-
ical survey. In his book showing the
way the political experiences of today
duplicate those in old Rome, Helperin
gives you a glimpse of how human na-
ture works under a consumer subsidy.
It seems that Gaius Gracchus won popu-
larity by subsidizing the price of wheat.
A classic joke of the period referred to
the way rich people stood in a queue get-
ting their share of the cheap wheat the
same as the poor people. Subsidized
wheat, though occasionally withdrawn
by economy-minded officials, became so
popular that political candidates prom-
ising .cheaper and cheaper wheat tried
to outhid one another in order to try to
win elections. Soon the government
was giving free wheat. FPinally subsi-
dized wheat became hereditary and
permanent.

Today, to be sure, taxes hurt more peo-
ple and bond sales are deducted from
pay rolls. In some areas, chiefly the
rural ones, citizens, grown tired of taxes
and Government bond salesmen who
threaten to paint their barns yellow and
threaten to reveal the amounts of bonds
purchased, are mutely irate against
Government extravagance. It may be
some time before the feeling against
Government spending becomes general
and even longer before Washington offi-
cials realize that the feeling is general
since nowadays people prefer to muffle
their objections.

Prohably the Government will not
waste on this program anything like the
amount it wastes in foreign countries,
but the subsidy waste will be here in
America where American citizens can
find out about it, with their own eyes
and ears and, as soon as they have the
opportunity, reveal their sentiments bhe-
hind the curtains of the polling booths.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr., WricHT].

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure we are all grateful for the erudite
and informed discourse of the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Miss SUMNER], who
preceded me, Iam sure also she will not
mind if I do not agree with her conclu-
sions. I do feel that from her illu-
minating study of the British situation
you can draw this conclusion; which is,
whenever the Government steps in and
tries to regulate the national economy,
there are bound to be a multitude of
headaches. They have their own head-
aches in England; their own comparative
successes and their own failures in part.
That is the way we should approach the
program that we have here.

We have achieved relative success in
our stabilization program in that our
prices have not spiraled nearly as fast

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

as they did in the last war. We have
partially failed to achieve success inso-
far as certain individual food programs
have not worked out as well as we would
like to have had them work out. I do
not think we can avoid this imperfection.
It is just one of the headaches that are
incident, as my colleague from Okla-
homa has said, to this $250,000,000,000
war, We are in the middle of an all-out
war and what we have to try to do is to
honestly see the best way out of it.

I agree with some of the reasoning the
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle
have given. They have spent a great
deal of time on this problem. Where we
leave each other—and I think this is the
fundamental issue between those who
believe that subsidies should be continued
with limitations and those who believe
they should be entirely abolished—is that
we who are convinced it would be dan-
gerous to discontinue subsidies at the
present time, do not think that the rise
in living cost can be stemmed imme-
diately if the preliminary breach is made,
Regardless of justification or regardless
of all our hope to the contrary, wages
will go up, as well as all prices. Not
merely the price of those commodities
which are now being subsidized will go
up, but because of the tremendous pres-
sure by industry, farm, and labor, that
once the line is broken, once this Magi-
not line is broken, or the Dnieper line,
or whatever line you may wish to call
it is broken, we may not find another se-
cure place at which we may be able to
hold it,

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
This law does not authorize or direct the
payment of a subsidy, does it?

Mr. WRIGHT. I may say in answer
to my distinguished friend that it does
forbid the use of the funds of this Cor-
poration or of any other Government
corporation for the payment of sub-
sidies, with the exception of certain
subsidies which are still permitted to
continue.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
But they are not in controversy.

Mr. WRIGHT. They are not in con-
troversy.

Mr, MORRISON of North Carolina.
Then I ask if there is any law that any-
body claims goes any further than to
authorize the President, through the
agencies of our Government, when he
thinks it strategically necessary, to use
these subsidies; there is no directive law
or imperative law requiring anybody to
pay them, is there?

Mr. WRIGHT. Oh, no; and there is
a difference of opinion as to whether the
present law even permits the use of them.
I personally feel that a fair legal inter-
pretation of the existing law permits
subsidies, but there are some arguments
that can be put up on the other side.
We had that dispute in the committee.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
I surmise that many people may be like
me. I am perfectly willing to author-
ize the payments of subsidies and the use
of subsidies when it is strategically nec-
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essary, but I am not willing to vole to
directly appropriate one, of my own
knowledge, on the subject involved.

Mr, WRIGHT. Ido not think any one
of us wanfs to do that at the present
time, I believe the President has now,
under the laws we have passed, the pri-
mary responsibility of stabilizing our
economy. You gentlemen who feel that
if we do forbid subsidies we shall be able
to hold some line which will be a brake
against inflation, I believe, will have to
admit that by adopting this bill as it is
now written we ourselves assume the re-
sponsibility that this line can be held
at some other point. The best advice
that I can get is that the use of sub-
sidies at the present time is necessary in
order to keep our economy stabilized.
There is a possibility that those who are
opposed to subsidies are right and I am
wrong. I never am so conceited about
my own reasoning processes as to pre-
clude the possibility that those who dis-
agree with me may be right. But I
frankly am not willing to take the
chance—I am not willing to take the
chance of plunging this country into an
inflationary spiral which I am afraid
will result if we adopt this bill as it is
now written,

Mr, BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. BARRY. Does it not seem incon-
sistent to the gentleman that the mem-
bers of the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee who are opposed to subsidies now
have supported a provision of the Com-
modity Credit bill to continue subsidies
2 years after the war to guarantee farm-
ers 90-percent-parity loans?

Mr. WRIGHT. I may say in response
to the gentleman’s inquiry that there
may be an inconsistency there. I would
not want to explore this thought except
to say I am in favor of stabilizing post=
war conditions for the farmers, and I
want them to extend the same concern
to those who are not farmers. There are
more than 30,000,000 people who still
are not as well able to meet the cost of
living from day to day as they were 4
years ago, and to take this weapon of
subsidies out of the hands of the Presi-
dent is after all to take away the only
means whereby those who need this help
very badly may obtain it.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut, Can
the gentleman explain how this program
could be held to $800,000,000? Is that
the increase in the total cost of living
or the cost of food?

Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman
mean would that result if subsidies were
withdrawn?

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. No; if
we were to allow subsidies and spend
$800,000,000; or, to put it the other way
around, if we withdraw that right to
spend $800,000,000. :

Mr, WRIGHT. I think I understand
the gentleman’s question. The best fig-
ures I have been able to obtain show that
a prohibition against subsidies would‘
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cause an increase of something over 7
percent in the food index or a little over
3 percent in the cost-of-living index.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I am at
a loss to see how $800,000,000 could ac-
count for 3 percent of the cost of living.

Mr. WRIGHT. I am not an expert at
figures. I see my statistician, the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr, MONRONEY]
here, I shall be pleased to yield to him
to answer the question. I may say to
him that the gentleman from Connecti-
cut has asked me how the expenditure of
$800,000,000 could result in a saving of 3
percent in the cost-of-living index. I
vield to the gentleman from Oklahoma
to answer if he cares to.

Mr. MONitONEY. You get one-hailf
of 1 percent decrease in the cost-of-living
index for the investment of a limited
amount in your butter subsidy, for ex-
ample, which at the present time is
running at $82,000,000. That expendi-
ture decreases your cost-of-living index
by one-half of 1 percent. Your cost-of-
living index is based on in some cases
what we in merchandising call loss lead-
ers—those are the meat, butter, bacon,
and beans items that are highly rated in
everybody’s individual diet. By working
on those specific things which are abso-
lutely essential you do get a terrific in-
fluence on your cost-of-living index.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Does the
gentleman know that the butter and
meat subsidies now account for 3 per-
cent?

Mr. MONRONEY. No. I will be glad
to give a list to the gentleman.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I would
say on the butter proposition that the
saving is more than the subsidy because
a lot of people cannot buy butter, so they
save the entire purchase price of butter.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is as-
suming that the subsidy program consti-
tutes a handicap to agriculture, and al-
though we had witnesses before the com-
mittee who said that, when they were
asked to develop the thought, I was not
able to get any convincing answer as to
why subsidies would interfere with pro-
duction.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 3 additional
minutes. 1

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I may
say to the gentleman that the subsidy
plus other restrictions put on by differ-
ent agencies have resulted in a decrease
in the production of butter and a scarcity
of it in the market.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman may
be correct. I know he has a good bit of
experience in those things which I do
not pretend to have. Somebody did say
something that appealed to me, and that
is it does not make any difference to the
cow who pays for the milk., In other
words, the question is merely who is go=
ing to pay for the product, whether the
Government is going to pay a portion of
it or the consumer is going to be asked to
pay the entire amount. Subsidies have
nothing to do with production, They
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enter only into the payment for goods
which are produced.

I have one more thought I would like
to develop before I conclude. I do not
believe you can hold the price increase
to those goods on which subsidies are
now paid, Once the line is broken I am
certain a general increase in food prices
will result. More than that, at the pres-
ent time you have your wages and your
food prices geared together. I do not
think any person who has any sense of
realism can say today that if we have an
increase in living costs which will bring
the cost of living up 10 percent above the
15 percent contemplated by the Little
Steel formula you are not going to have
irresistible demands for increased wages.
Furthermore, if you do not grant these
increases in wages, you are going to im-
pair the production of necessary war
material.

Mr. BUFFETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. I may say to the gen-
tleman in reference to the production of
butter that the most important thing is
whether or not we get production. If
the farmer will not milk the cow, we are
not going to get the butter, and the
farmers seem to be pretty generally
against the program,

Mr. WRIGHT. I think there is a good
bit of sentiment by the farmers against
‘the program, but I do not think it neces-
sarily goes to the question of production,
I feel that the farmer does not want to
see the people who are living in the cities
get what they consider an unfair benefit
and I am trying to point out that I do
not consider it an unfair benefit.

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. In the hearings a
great number of leading dairy represent-
atives were questioned on this point, and
it all came down to the proposition that
they were psychologically against it, they
did not like the idea of paying subsidies,
but in no case could they say where sub-
sidies decreased or detracted from our
milk preduction to make up for a price
rise in the market. -

Mr. WRIGHT. I think that is right.

Mr. WALTER. Will the gentleman
yield? ‘

Mr. WRIGHT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. Did 1 understand
someone to say that the farmers are on
a strike?

Mr, BUFFETT. I would like to answer
the gentleman's question.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to proceed. As I say, the primary re-
sponsibility now is on the President. If
we pass this bill we assume the respon-
sibility of saying that in doing so we
will not precipitate inflation. Maybe it
will not, but that is a chance that
we are taking, and from the advice
that I have obtained from people who
I am sure know more about it than I
do, I do not want to vote for this bill as
it is now written and take that chance,
I do not want to be responsible for the
‘War bonds that are being bought by our
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people being paid for in depreciated
dollars.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]l.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, in my first
participation in general debate in this
Congress I would not want to make a
partisan speech. There is every reason
why this debate should not be partisan.

I shall discuss only one phase of the
pending bill: The effect of section 3, pro-
hibiting subsidies, upon farm income and
farm interests, and I wish to emphasize
the long-range view rather than the con-
sideration of immediate advantages in
supporting some amendments to this
measure.

We have proceeded a little more in-
telligently in the debate today as we have
eghaken off some of the enslavement of
words. I am aware that the feeling
against the word “subsidies” is strong,
but I hope that those who supporied the
committee report will give us of the com-
mittee minority credit for being entirely
honest, and fair and seeking to add a
degree of clarity to this debate by ac-
cepting the handicap that we have in
defending food subsidies.

You may even use the words “con-
sumer subsidies” if you like. Uncle Sam,
himself, is a tremendous consumer, buy-
ing almost $5.000,000,000 worth of food
evary year. If you object to subsidizing
a consumer on the market, you have the
other alternative of subsidizing with
Uncle Sam’s money the profits that are
made by certain distributors and proc-
essors who are going to ride upon the
inflation wave that you are setting in
force. One of the clearest demonsira-
tions of the fact this has not been
weighed carefully by the committee is
the windfall profits that are here for
some of the sugar producers, a windfall
profit that they are not entitled to. It
is a subsidy pure and simple, and is but
one illustration of the fact that we are
going to authorize some unnecessary
price rises if we do not change this bill,

I wish to make these points in sup-
port of my opposition to the sweeping
ban on subsidies: First, section 3 limits
the power of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to fix support prices without
reference to price ceilings by abandon-
ing farm production as the moving con-
sideration in the price-support policy and
tying the program to consumer price
ceilings. Second, it will work against
the farmer by causing an immediate

~and conceivably a very damaging in-

crease in the price of everything he buys,
Third, it will further encourage an infla-
tion in land prices which is already
threatening to parallel the disastrous ex-
perience of 1920-21,

Now let us examine the section dealing
with the relation of support and ceiling
prices. The nature of the hill is very
clear, It does provide that ceiling prices
shall not be below the support prices but
there are certain administrative implica-
tions that must be very clear.” We have
no right to assume that the administra-
tors will act arbitrarily. The Price Ad=
ministrator must operate under the mane
date of the stabilization laws. We have
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said to him, “Hold the line,” and surely
other agencies of the Government would
recognize that the primary responsibility
in that programis his. Undoubtedly, the
time will come when it will be desirable
in the case of certain commodities to pro-
vide an increase in the support price.
Under present arrangements, the me-
chanics of the price support program are
responsive to the Food Administrator's
orders in that respect. Potential losses
to the Government in ordering manda-
tory loans will not deter him, and at the
same time there is no abridgement of the
authority of the Price Administrator. If,
however, section 3 stands as reported and
becomes law and in the future there
should arise a need for increasing man-
datory loans, then the War Food Admin-
istrator will either set the price up
regardless of its effect upon the price pro-
gram, and thus aggravate the problem
on the price front, or he will make con-
cessions at the farmers’ expense that
ovght not to be made. We are creating
very painful dilemmas for the War Food
Administration,

If this Congress intends to divide re-
sponsibility in the price program to that
extent, we might meet demands for the

., same authority from the Petroleum Ad-
ministrator, from the War Labor Board,
and from other agencies that must wres-
tle with problems arising from the price-
control program, If ye expect arbitrary
action by the War Food Administrator
we are saying to Mr. Bowles, “Hold the
line, but expect a bulge when food is in-
volved.” I say that we cannoft expect
him to hold the line if we permit the
bulges.

We are not going to say to the leader on
the Italian front, Gen, Mark Clark,
that he shall have control except so far
as the left flank is concerned, but that he
cannot be sure his orders there will be
respected. We have to fix authority and
we have to stand our ground on the in-
flation front.

The second objection from the stand-
point of the farmers is that if you remove
all subsidies you will impose an immedi-
ate penalty on the farmer in the rise in
cost of the food he buys. Do you realize
that the farmers of America buy on the
food markets $2,500,000,000 worth of food
each year? If you have a T percent in-
crease in that—and I believe it figures
out at $175,000,000—that is a penalty on
him, with no commensurate advantages
for him. We must weigh that effect.

Finally, and this is tremendously vital,
and so little has been said about it that I
shall devote the rest of my time to it, you
are going to find abnormal increases in
food prices immediately reflected in the
land values of this country. The farmers
of America have not forgotten the dis-
aster that came to them 20 years ago.
Do not fail to note the fact that it is
threatening to happen again. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture spoke yesterday of
his personal observation of a farm of
which the owner said, “This farm is
worth $125 because I have tended it and
cared for it, and it produces to' that
amount.” But next door to that farm,
just last week a sale was made at what
rate? Not $125, but $225 an acre. You
gentlemen as practical men who know
the farmer’s language and his problems
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know that that was inflationary, that it
represents a speculative profit for some-
body and that nobody but the farmer
suffers when it happens.

We have not forgotten in the South,
where three-fourths of all the land trans-
actions in some States in the course of
20 years have resulted in foreclosures and
loss of the land to the farmer, that that
brings ruin in its wake. So I plead with
you to think about the effect of the ab-
normal increases in land prices which
will follow a break in commodity prices.

Farm real estate values so far in this
war are increasing at approximately the
same rate as during the last war. Fur-
thermore, this increase in real estate
values is closely associated with the in-
crease in prices of farm commodities.

The following table in an official release
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
shows comparative figures on the rises
in both World War No. 1 and World War
No. 2.

[1910-14 base=100]
Prices re- Real
Year ceived by estate
farmers values
£8 103
103 103
146 108
192 117
206 129
228 140
157 170
03 84
s 54
122 85
149 a1
182 99
183 107

It will be noted that although the real-
estate values have not advanced to the
same height as they did during the last
war, the proportionate rise from 1939 to
November 1943 was 27 percent compared
to the proportionate rise from 1914 to
1918 of 25 percent. Further study of the
indexes of prices and land values show,
over almost all periods studied, a very
close correspondence between the two.

Also associated with the increased
prices and the bidding up of land values
in both wars was a large increase in the
voluntary transfers of ownership be-
tween farmers. The number of such
transfers was 35 percent greater in 1919
than in 1918 and 75 percent greater than
in 1914. The volume of sales during the
second quarter of 1943 was 75 percent
above the second quarter of 1942. There
are indications, therefore, that much of
the increased land values are due to
speculative purchases and sales rather
than to a careful appraisal of future in-
come. Further indications that a con-
siderable portion of the rise in land
values is speculative are found in the fact
that much of the buying of farm land is
being done by city people instead of bona
fide farm operators.

So far in this war increased values
have not been accompanied by increases
in mortgaged indebtedness. But if the
increases continue to the peak indicated
by the present rise, we may expect a repe-
tition sooner or later of what occurred
during the latter part of the last war
when farm-mortgage debt had increased
by 72 percent from 1914 to 1920, leaving
the farmer with a tremendous indebted-
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ness to pay off at the moment when farm
incomes began to tumble rapidly.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman
believe that if those costs rise a little bit
a lot of those farmers whom the gentle=
man is pitying so would get to raising
their own food on their own land. They
do it in Pennsylvania.

Mr. HAYS. Please let me go on with
the land-inflation matter. I am talking
about the long-range view, not immedi-
ate prospects. But it is a snare and a
delusion to think the farmer will gain by
a price break. Look at the record.

I have made the point that, in the last
war, prices rose rapidly, but when prices
were high to the farmer land values were
just a little behind them. Two years
after farm prices collapsed land values
were still high. Prices topple first, and
then foreclosures come,

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. May I suggest to the
gentleman that the value of the land does
not change, it is the value of the cur-
rency with which he buys that land that
is depreciated.

Mr. HAYS. Ezxactly.

Mr. BUFFETT. That currency de-
preciates just in proportion as the na-
tional debt goes up and the deficit in-
creases.

Mr. HAYS. That is the reason we do
not want to give him a devalued dollar.
‘We want him to have a good dollar for
the price he is getting for his produect.

Let me stick to this inflation in land
values that has taken place. That is im-
portant, the gentleman will agree.

Mr. BUFFETT. Yes, but the thing
that makes the price of land go up is the
depreciation in the money that is brought
about every time you add to the debt or
add to the unbalance of national fi-
nances.

Mr. HAYS. Does the gentleman think
he can add to farm prices without find-
ing that reflected in land values?

Mr. BUFFETT. Prices go up as the
money depreciates. It is debasement of
the money that is causing our trouble.
Every large-scale inflation in history has
arisen out of the debasement of currency,
and the debasement of currency comes
about through deficit financing. We are
adding to that every day.

Mr. HAYS, There is not time here to
discuss the causes of depreciation. I am
sure the gentleman does not think I can
take on that question now.

Mr. BUFFETT. Let me make this
point, that the very subsidy itself adds
to that depreciation,

Mr, HAYS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina. :

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina. If
the administrative officer working out
this whole thing for the protection of the
people has the power to raise prices and
also the power to use a subsidy, we are not
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justified, are we, in presuming that he
will use the subsidy all the time? He
will use whichever in his judgment will
best promote the welfare of the people,
if he is an honest man.

Mr. HAYS. Thank you. And do not
we have to leave some discretion with
our administrators?

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
That is the point exactly. If we are
fighting a lion and a tiger let us use a
shogtun and a sword both, if we need to.

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, HAYS. Yes.

Mr. POAGE. As I understand the
gentleman he assumes there is going to
be a tremendous increase in farm prices
if we do not provide subsidies?

Mr. HAYS. I had two assumptions.
One is the assumption of those who are
fighting subsidies that there is going to
be no increase. That is one assumption.
One group have advanced the idea that
there will be no increase in prices, that
it will be merely a replacement in the
market price of the subsidy increment,
In that case I have shown that the farm-
er will be penalized in the cost of the
food he buys to the extent of $175,000,-
000.

Mr. POAGE. I was referring to the
first part of the gentleman’s speech.

Mr. HAYS. The other alternative is,
and this, I think, is the real one, may I
say to the gentleman, they do expect a
price rise. I am saying when those
prices start to rise there is no possible
hope of anchoring them to the real and
permanent value of land.

Mr. POAGE. And the genileman’s
contention that land is going up is based
on the assumption that farm prices are
going to rise?

Mr. HAYS. If we do not use every de-
vice we have those prices will be abnor-
mally high and the farmers will lose
their farms again,

Mr, KEAN. I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TALLE].

CONSUMERS' SUESIDIES

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, the issue
in the current debate is a fundamental
one. It is grounded in the philosophies
to which men adhere. On the one side
stands the idealist who has unbounded
faith in his ability to change human na-
ture. He believes in centralization of
Government and minute regulation of
men's everyday lives. That government
is best which governs most, says he. His
bottom principle is economic control.

On the other side stands the realist.
He knows our world is imperfect because
human nature is imperfect. He agrees
with Shakespeare that it is not in our
stars but in ourselves that troubles lie.
To him freedom is paramount. That
government is best which governs least,
says he. His bottom principle is eco-
nomic freedom.

This explains why economists take op-
posite sides on issues. Their basic phi-
losophies are opposites. The cat is made
to jump one way or the other, according
as the philosopher’s cane prods him.

Basically, therefore, the two forces
which meet in the current debate on con-
sumers’ subsidies are: economic control
versus economic freedom. That the New
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Deal fraternity insist on paying consum-
ers’ subsidies is not surprising. Indeed
it would be most curprising if they did
not, for the paying of consumers’ subsi-
dies fits beautifully into the New Deal
concept of economics and politics,

It is my contention that the so-called
New Deal is the oldest deal in history.
The only thing new about it is its loca-
tion. As New Deal economists state in
their book, An Economic Program for a
Democracy, one era in our history ended
on March 4, 1933, and another era began.
Since then freedom has been curtailed
and regulation expanded. Even the con-
eept of freedom, which has been thought
of as indivisible for more than 150 years
in our country, is now divided into four
parts, and freedom of enterprise is not
one of them.

The cynic says the only lesson history
teaches is that men do not learn lessons
from history. In spite of that, I propose
to take a broad look at the past, keeping
in mind the two opposing principles
which have sought recognition—eco-
nomic control versus economic freedom:

First. The ancient peoples of the
Orient did not enjoy economic freedom.
The moral codes prescribed by priestly
lawgivers embraced minute regulation of
men's everyday lives. From the cradle
to the grave their conduct was subject
to government by men, or by a single
individual. :

Second. The guardians, or philoso-
phers, of Greece were the brain trust of
Hellenic days and the head of the Roman
household was the only one in it who had
full rights as a person. Economic con-
trol was in the saddle in the ancient
QOccident as well as Orient.

Third. Life in the Middle Ages was
controlled by custom and the accepted
practices of the feudal and manorial
systems. For a thousand years after the
fall of Rome, economic control still held
sway.

Fourth. From 1500 to 1800 mercantil-
ism in England, with its counterparts,
Colbertism in France and cameralism in
Germany, maintained rigorous control of
men’s affairs. This was the period of
state building, and the means employed
in the building were economic forces con-
trolled by kings and their henchmen.
It was to escape the tyranny of one of
these kings that the Pilgrims set sail for
a new and unknown world which we
proudly acclaim as the land of the free
and the home of the brave.

The clock struck a significant hour in
1776. Adam Smith came upon the scene
to preach economic freedom at a time
when government regulations had be-
come so top-heavy that the structure was
about to topple of its own weight.
Thomas Jefferson came upon the scene
simultaneously to preach the doctrine
that men are endowed with certain in-
alienable rights with special emphasis
on life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness. Custom and status gave way to
freedom in both economics and politics.
The individual who had cried out for
self-expression down through the corri-
dors of time came into his own. Up to
that hour he had been something less
than a man,
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Having taken these giant strides
through the pages of history, what do we
find? Principally, that economic con-
trol and not economic freedom has been
the prevailing principle in human his-
tory. Freedom, then, is a relatively new
thing in human experience. And it was

-no doubt that bleek and somber fact

which made the poet-philosopher re-
mark, “Man’s inhumanity to man makes
countless thousands mourn,” for if the
aspirations of mankind were graded in
importance, certainly freedom would
stand on the topmost rung of the ladder,

What does this survey have to do with
the issue before us, you ask? I repeat,
the proposal to pay consumers’ sub-
sidies is strictly in line with the think-
ing of him who believes in economiec con-
trol. He argues that such payments
must be made to stop inflation. Buft
that argument is merely surface appeal.
Whether he knows it or not, the basie
reason is his New Deal approach to eco-
nomics and politics. He believes in gov-
1ernment by men; not government by
aw. 3

I contend that the payment of con-
sumers’ subsidies leads to inflation.
Why? Because the money in people’s
pockets available for spending is in-
creased by the amount of the subsidies
paid. The Treasury says there are forty-
five billion “dangerous dollars” dodging
around doing ge. The proposal to
pay consumers’ s dies would add to
that amount. Since inflation is already
here and has been with us for quite some
time, the proposal made is like fanning
the flames of the fire.

As I stated when hearings were held
on this bill, Uncle Sam does not have a
dollar. He must, therefore, borrow the
money with which to carry on. If in ad-
dition to his colossal outlay for war pur-
poses, he must also find money for pay-
ing citizens’ household expenses, he must
borrow more than he is borrowing now.
And it costs money to borrow money:

First. It costs money to issue and sell
bonds.

Second. It costs money to pay interest
on bonds.

Third. It costs money to refund bonds
not paid at maturity.

Fourth. It costs money to raise taxes
to pay interest and principal.

Fifth, It costs money to administer
subsidies.

Most of the bonds already issued have
been bought, and most of those yet to be
issued in all probability will be bought,
by banks. Banks manufacture credit,
In our banking system as a whole, a hun-
dred-dollar bond in a bank becomes the
basis for several hundred dollars in
means of payment., Means of payment,
called checks, have the same effect on
prices as the currency in men’s pockets,
In addition to these means of payment
arising out of bonds and bank deposits,
our currency is being increased at the
rate of about $5,000,000,000 per year, or
about $100,000,000 per week., The back-
ing for this currency is also Government
bonds.. Does anyone believe that infla-
tion can be stopped by such procedure?
If he does, let him examine what hap-
pened to the Austrian crown, the Russian
ruble, the French frane, and the German
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mark during and after World War No. 1.
It was the infiation of Germany that
made Hitler,

When I confronted the chief O. P. A,
economist with this argument, hie agreed
that I was right but countered with the
statement that the choice is not between
good and evil but between two evils. The
admission was, therefore, made that the
payment of subsidies to consumers is an
evil.

Finally, let me say that, once started,
consumers’ subsidies are not easily
shaken off. Like some other institutions
which have come into being during the
past decade, they harbor within them-
selves a spark of life which seeks not
only survival but expansion as well. Al-
low them to be paid now and who shall
stay their course?

Fundamentally, the issue rests on the
philosophies of men, and as once so well
spoken, “ '"Tis with our judgments as with
our watches; none go just alike, yet each
believes his own.”

In my opinion, those who vote for the
current bill will register their approval
of economic freedom. Those who vote
against the current bill will register their
approval of economic control. The for-
mer is in line with traditional Ameri-
canism; the latter with traditional Old
World-ism, going back as far as recorded
history.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. TALLE. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
By “economic freedom™ and “free enter-
prise”—you use the phrase “economic
freedom”—you. mean freedom from
what? Does the gentleman mean free-
dom from the interstate-commerce
clause of the Constitution of the United
States—Ireedom from reasonable control
by the Government?

Mr. TALLE. Iknow the very able and
amiable gentleman from North Carolina
knows that I do not subscribe to that
definition of economic freedom.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
I did not think so.

Mr, TALLE, Iassurehim heand I will
sit down together and smoke some excel-
lent North Carolina tobaccg and talk this
question over.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
You are just opposed to the fellows doing
it rather than to the law which controls
the unbridled will of men.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TALLE, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. First, I wish to
compliment the distinguished member of
the committee for the scholarly presen-
tation he has made, with which I agree.
Secondly, I should like to ask him a ques-
tion with reference to the matter of in-
creased prices of farm lands in the Cen-
tral West. I think the gentleman will
remember when Secretary Wickard came
before the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee in support of the first price-con-
trol bill I interrogated him with respect
to what he thought would happen as to
the prices of farm lands, when we drove
investors out of other ficlds, and he an-
swered to the effect that he had not sur-
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veyed that. Now we find the prices of
farm lands going up. We find the man
who works in the city on the war indus-
tries’ pay roll, sharing in the fiow of bil-
lions of war dollars, going out and buying
these lands and paying cash for them at
the advanced prices. I want to ask the
gentleman if that is not a natural conse-
quence of what has gone hefore?

Mr. TALLE, That is true; a wholly
naiural consequence,

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr, WOLCOTT. I yield that time to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masox].

Mr. MASON. Mryr. Chairman, I just
wish to say that in my opinion the
genileman from Iowa [Mr. TALLE] has
given us the most scholarly analysis of
the two conilicting economic philosophies
that come to a head in this subsidy bill
that this House has heard. It was a
treat to hear such a scholarly analysis.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield such time as
he desires to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. CarLsoN1.

Mr. CARLSON of Eansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to revise
and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Isthere objection to
the request of the gentleman from EKan-
sas?

There was no objection,

Mr, CARLSON of Kansas. Mr, Chair-
man, food is fast becoming the world’s
greatest problem. We have heard a lot
of fine-sounding speeches about America
being the larder for the democracies and
g lot of irresponsible promises have been
made that we stood ready to feed the
world. For more than 25 years prior to
the present war United States food pro-
duction did not keep pace with the popu-
lation. For the 4-year period between
1935 and 1938—just prior to the present
war—the per capita production of all
food was 8 percent lower than during
the corresponding period just prior to
World War No. 1, In no single year dur-
ing the thirties did the per capita pro-
duction get up to the 1926-30 level. The
public was told that we had enormous
foed surpluses, but the real trouble was
the inability of the consumers to buy
rather than overproduction. Today the
situation is reversed. The citizens of our
Nation are receiving their highest na-
tional income. Price is not the problem.
The supply of food is the No. 1 problem.
Food, in terms of consumer incomes and
pre-war consumption habits, is cheaper
today than any time in the last 30 years.
If consumers purchased the same quanti-
ties of food today as they did during
1935-39, only 16 percent of their income
would be required for focd expenditures,
compared with 20 percent in 1939, 25 per-
cent in 1933, and 33 percent in 1919.
Actually, higher incomes have resulted in
many consumers buying more and better
food, eating more meals at restaurants,
and the like, than in pre-war years; con-
sequently, consumers are now spending

around 20 percent of their income for

food. .

The data following are based upon the
assumption that consumers had not
changed their buying habits and were
purchasing the same quantities of food
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as they did during the pre-war period

of 1935-39:

Percent of total consumer income required to
purchase the same quantity of food as con=
sumed in the pre-war period of 1935-39

Year and percent cost of fized quantities of
food is of total income:

1Data for July 1843.

Source; U. 8. Department of Agriculture,
of Agricultural Economics, the
Marketing and Transportation Situation,
August 1943, p. 12; May-June 1943, p. 8.

The present chaotic food situation is
the result of bungling on the part of the
O: P. A, and other administrative agen-
cies dealing with price control as the
principal means of controlling infiation.
The greatly increased income paid to in-
dividuals in defense industries has
brought about a change of diet. In 1942
the civilians ate substantially less than
in 1935-39 of the cheaper foods, such
as potatoes, sweetpotatoes, and dry
beans, and considerably more of the
higher priced foods, such as meat, poul-
try, eggs, milk, and cream. This in-
crease in wages had brought a drastic
pressure on the limited agricultural out-
put of these items. The efforts to pre-
vent inflation by the use of rigid price
controls on many scarce foods has
tended to increase their consumption
and to induce evasion or black markets.
Everyone must agree that inflation is
caused by excess purchasing power with
regard to the available goods and serv-
ices. While there is no cure-all for in-
flation, the most effective way to reduce
excess purchasing power is fo increase
the supply of goeds and services avail-
able. This can be done effectively by in-
creasing the supply of food through
maXximum production and by reducing
the spending power through a wigorous
tax and spending program. The pres-
ent policy of the O. P. A. with its regu-
lations is curtailing the supply and
therefore increasing the inflationary gap.

If Congress approves consumers’ subsi-
dies as prohibited in this bill it will fur-
ther expand the inflationary gap by per-
mitting the consumer to have additional
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money to spend for food commodities. It
makes additional pressure on the infla-
tionary gap instead of removing it. In-
flation is here and is going to continue to
mount and you will never stop it by roll-
back in farm prices, whicn is to be made
up by subsidies. A 10-percent roll-back
in the price of farm products would not
affect the living costs to the extent of
2 percent. The costs of administration,
the interest on the money borrowed, the
many items that will be reflected in the
cost of paying this subsidy will be many
times the benefit reflected to the con-
sumer in his living costs. Think of the
vast army-of men and women that will be
réquired to administrate and enforce
over-all roll-back and subsidy-payment
programs. At a time when we must con-
serve manpower certainly we should not
adopt a program of this type. A subsidy
paid with borrowed money is like taking
money out of one pocket and putting it
in another, having a good share of it
dribble away while in the process of be-
ing transferred. The subsidy program
will not stop inflation, but if subsidies
are voted as a means of lowering living
costs when our family income for the
American citizen is greater than in its
history we will bring on not only the
wildest kind of inflation but the disaster
of food scarcity.

The food-subsidy program as now be-
ing applied by the Government amounts
to about 11 cents per day for a family of
four persons, or 234 cents per day per
individual. Butter subsidies of 5 cents a
pound amount to about 65 cents per year
per person. A bread subsidy of 1 cent per
loaf would amount to less than $1 per
year per person. The present consumer-
subsidy program amounts to around $10
per year per person.

Estimated effect of subsidies upon the daily
food costs for a family of 4 persons

Effect
Estimated on
y Eopat annual eivil- (}&ii
Amount of sub-| ian consump-{ foo
Froduct sidy per unit ! tion per cost
capita for for a
10432 family
or4-
Cents
per day
Butter..........| 5 cents per | 13.0 pounds. 0.71
pound.
Cheese.........| 4 cents per | 4.9 pounds. . 22
pound.
Milk...........] 1 cent per | 180.5 quarts. 1.98
quart.
28 R 3 mm:{; per | 124.0 pounds. 4.08
pound.
Proad- ... ... 1](\r‘nt rer | 92.5 loaves. . Lol
oal.
o 1 cent per | 75.0 pounds. .82
pound.
Vegetahles.....| 3.5 cents per | 1.2 No. 2 T4
No. 2 can. cans.
Potaloes........| 1 ocent  per | 181.0 pounds. 144
pound.
Amgant Por | e 11,00
day for a
family of 4.
T TR e e P T L 275
day per in-
dividual,
i Bagsed upon or ealeulated from information released

by the Office of Economic Stabilization.

2 Based upon data published by the Bureau of Agri-
enltural Economics, U, 8. Department of Agriculture.

# Caleulated by multiplying the amount of the subsidy
by the annual per eapita consumption, then mulliplying
by 4 and dividing by 365,
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I want to dicuss briefly the flour sub-
sidy program which is sbout to be placed
into effect. The price of bread today is
lower than the average price for the past
30 years. QGenerally speaking, there has
been no increase in the price of bread
for 20 years. Yet, the O. P. A, placed a
flour ceiling price of 85 percent of wheat
parity and the millers must have either
this subsidy or an increase in the price
ceiling. The officials in charge of this
program would rather pay a $100,000,000
subsidy than allow the price of bread to
go up 1 cent a loaf. The saving for in-
dividuals would be less than $1 per per-
son per year. The farmers do not want
the flour subsidy, the millers are op-
posed to it, and I believe I am safe in say-
ing that Congress is opposed to it, yet
we are threatened with immediate ap-
proval of the flour subsidy. Personally,
I believe the O. P. A. violated not only
the original Price Control Act but the
intent of Congress when they set the
price ceilings on flour at 85 percent of
parity.

The farmers of our Nation have been
accused of being greedy and profiteer-
ing. What are the facts? Despite these
unfair statements and criticism the
farmer has done his best and will con-
tinue to do so in spite of unfair eriticism
and innumerable handicaps. They
have been harassed with regulations,
regimentation, restrictions and red tape.
They have operated at full capacity with
practically no new machinery and a
greatly reduced labor force. The farm-
ers’ wives and daughters have had to
take the place of hired help on practi-
cally every farm in the Nation. They
have worked nct 40 hours a week, but 80
or 90 hours a week. They have done this
without grumbling, All the farmer asks
is a fair price for his products in the
market place. Certainly no one would
contend that he an7 his family should
have less.

It is estimated that the subsidy pro-
gram proposed in this bill would require
an expenditure of $800,000,000. I think
it is impossible to place a figure of
$800,000,000 or several billion dollars
on the cost of this program, once
it is started. The time to stop it is
now and it should be done immediately
by congressional actien. The people of
our Nation do not want the Federal
Government to pay for a part of their
grocery bills while their own sons are
fighting our Nation’s battles on foreign
soil, nor do they want to transfer their
everyday living costs to their sons and
grandsons when they return home. It
is an unwise and illogical program,

I am opposed to subsidies because they
will not work, and want to present for
your consideration the following reasons
why I believe they will not work.

First. They are inflationary and will
defeat the purpose sought to be accom-
plished,

Second. Subsidies in lieu of fair prices
will lead to post-war chaos.

Third. Subsidies pass oh to future
generations costs which this generation
should bear,
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Fourth. Subsidies lead to the danger-
ous docirine of expecting the state to
support its people.

‘TFifth., Subsidies lead to political con-
trol and when once used they are po-
litically almost impossible to get rid of.

Food will be the No. 1 issue in 1944,
It is my opinion that it will be much
scarcer than the average person can
comprehend at the present time. The
demand will be much greater than our
citizens anticipate if we are to feed our
own Nation and our allies, as present
plans indicate. Prompt action must be
taken which will give the farmers the
farm machinery and equipment needed,
the labor necessary for production, and
the elimination of all the useless and
unnecessary restrictions which are now
hampering production.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Barry].

Mr. BARRY, Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, there is, of
course, ample room for argument on
both sides of the subsidy issue and I
respect the right of any of my colleagues
to take whatever position he or she be-
lieves is the correct one. I must con-
fess, however, that it is difficult for me
to reconcile the arguments advanced by
many Members from agricultural dis-
tricts against the subsidies, in view of
their voting record in the past. During
the past 12 years about $7,002,000,000
have been paid out of the Federal Treas-
ury to farmers in various forms of sub-
sidies such as parity payments, soil-con-
servation payments, price-support pay-
ments, incentive payments, and so forth.
When some Members are reminded of
their past record, in view of various agri-
cultural subsidies, they try to justify
their present position on the ground that
those subsidies were for preducers and
not for consumers. In the first place, it
has not been satisfactorily explained to
me why producers should be a preferred
class to consumers. Producers and con-
sumers are absolutely dependent upon
each other. There is no sound reason
for subsidizing, as many of you have
done, one group, and then refusing to
subsidize the other group if it is in dis-
tress, later on.

In the second place, the argument that
there is a fundamental difference in the
type of farm subsidy given out in the
past and so-called consumer subsidies,
which we are discussing today, is wholly
unsound. When the parity formula was
adopted and parity payments were guar-
anteed to farmers, was it their purpose
to increase production? Of course not.
There was surpius production everywhere.
Their purpose was to give the farmer pur-
chasing power, so that he could buy the
necessaries of life, and the purpose of the
so-called consumer subsidy is to allow -
the consumer, especially the low-paid
consumer, enough money so that he can
purchase the necessaries of life. Both
subsidies were and are designed to affect
the same thing, the purchasing power.
An attempt to distinguish them is wholly
subterfuge.
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The Recorp will bear me out when I
say that Members from city or consumer
districts, almost without exception, sup-
ported farm subsidies when the farmers
were in distress. I feel that it is only
Jjust reciprocity for the Members from the
farming areas who voted for subsidies for
the farmers to now support subsidies for
the great white collar, middle class of
America, and many others who are now
in distress. Those people contributed
their share to the Treasury payments
that went fo the farmers and kept the
prices up so that the farmer could live
decently, and they and their children,
and perhaps their children’s children,
will have to pay, through taxation, their
share of the $7,000,000,000 that have been
paid out to the farmers since 1930.

Is it unreasonable for them to expect
the farmers to contribute their share to
some subsidy to benefit them when they
cannot afford to pay the food prices
that have risen over 40 percent since
January of 1941? Farm prices today
average 117 percent of parity. There
has been an increase of more than 32
percent since 1941. I say more than 32
percent, because Marvin Jones, who is
the friend of the farmer, testified before
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency that the average price of farm
commodities was 85 percent of parity in
January of 1941, and that today it is 17
percent above parity. That makes 32
percent. But in view of the change in
the method of calculating the parity
formula, you farmers know that the rise
has been considerably above 32 percent.

Millions of Americans have had no in-
crease in their income since 1941. Mil-
lions of others have had only a slight
inerease compared to that enjoyed by
the farmers. I personally do not like any
kind of subsidy, but I voted for farm
subsidies when there seemed to be no
other way out. I am in favor of sub-
sidies to benefit the consumers now, be-
cause I see no other way out. If we do
not keep food prices down, we will in-
evitably—and do not mistake it—bring
about ruinous inflation. Attempts by
any group to profit out of this war are
not only unpatriotic but a sad illusion.

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRY. I yield.

Mr. SADOWSKI. The gentleman
heard the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
TarLE], who spoke just before the gentle-
man from New York. He spoke about
economic freedom. Can the gentleman
comprehend how anyone can get up on
the floor of this House and talk about the
preservation of economic freedom at this
time? When the war broke out the
United States Government came to the
city of Detroit and told Henry Ford, the
Chrysler Corporation, and the General
Motors Corporation, “¥ou cannot manu-
facture automobiles any more, you have
got to manufacture guns.” How can
anyone arise on this floor and say that
anybody expects economic freedom in
time of war? How can the gentleman
agree with him?

Mr. BARRY. The statement is ab-
surd. A majority of the members of the
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Committee on Banking and Currency
have voted on this bill, the Commodity
Credit Corporation bill, anticipating
what might happen after the war, and
they say they are against subsidies, and
they have voted to guarantee the farm-
ers 90 percent of parity, because they
realize that in the transition period
prices will fall down.

The position is utterly selfish. When
the market will sustain the farmer’s price
they want to pay him a subsidy; when
farm prices go above parity—and that is
what they had been striving for—they
desire to keep the prices going up. Their
position is utterly selfish.

Mr. SADOWSKI. May I ask further
how any man can reconcile giving one
group in time of war advantages that are
not given to all?

Mr, BARRY. I should like to ask the
gentleman if he wants the economy of
the country to go back to the law of sup-
ply and demand when this war ends? Of
course, he does,

Mr. NORRELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRY. 1 yield.

Mr. NORRELL. I have heard much
said about the distress of the so-called
white-collar class and I share the gen-
tleman’s concern about them, but I am
wondering if this subsidy should become
operative and the consumer who is in,
let us say, the industries of this country
should have their wages increased so to
speak to the extent of these subsidy pay-
ments, thereby in effect giving them
more money——

Mr. BARRY. That is not the way it
works,

Mr. NORRELL. Thereby giving them
more money to compete upon the open
market for the short or scarce goods,
would make competition a little keener
for the white-collar man on his salary
to get those goods. Then the farmer
gets, we will say, additional money. This
gives the farmer an opportunity to be in
keener competition with the white-collar
man. These two groups have more
money, but the white-collar man, with-
out any supplemental money, has got to
compete with these groups in order to
get his share of these commodities.
Sinece he does not benefit in any way in
these increases of income I am wonder-
ing if it is quite fair to the white-collar
man to make him pay his part of the tax
load for the payment of subsidies to the
farmers and to the industrial workers?
I am concerned about the white-collar
man,

Mr, BARRY. That is a fairly involved
question. Your white-collar man is in
the position where his income has gone
up but slightly if any at all; yet this is
the class which has been paying taxes
right along and will continue to pay
taxes when the war ends and that un-
fortunate transition period comes. Are
they going to have any money with which
to pay taxes?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr, BeLLl.
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Mr. BELL., Mr. Chairman, usually I
have a great deal of respect for statistics
gotten out by any governmental bureau.
It just happens that a few moments ago
I was looking at this chart out here in
the hall. I am a great believer in sta-
tistics ordinarily but sometimes my be-
lief must waiver when the statistics are
contrary to facts which are matters of
common knowledge, known to be true,
This graph out here in the hall indicates
that the farmer today is getting a much
larger net income than he did in the
last war, in the First World War. It just
happens that I had something to do with
farming in the First World War and
have something to do with it today. I
know that in the First World War hogs
out in Missouri were selling for $24.50 a
hundred; I know that touay hogs are
selling for less than $15 a hundred. I
know that cattle in the last war were
bringing $26 a hundred and I know that
the farmers today are selling their cattle
for $12.25 a hundred. I know that al-
most every product that is produced on
the farms in the Middle West is bringing
not more than 60 percent of what it
brought in the last war. The Members
from the Middle West know that this is
true. Just take one look at this graph
out here in the hall and you will know
that there is not one atom of truth in it.
It is highly deceiving. I am astonished
that a Government department would
put out a graph of that sort that is so
far from the plain and unvarnished truth
that millions of Americans know and un-
derstand too well.

Mr. Chairman, I am not, going into the
theoretical features of this bill; those
things have been gone into, but I do want
to cite to the membership today just a
few facts that I know to be frue. I
know that at the beginning of 1942 there
were 273 men engaged in the dairy busi-
ness in the eastern part of Jackson
County, Mo., where I live, men who had
been making their living as dairy farm-
ers all their lives—273 dairy herds in
Jackson County at the beginning of 1942,
Then the O. P. A. comes in and begins to
make some rather unwise price ceilines
and at the end of 1942 a lone 75 out of
the original 273 had survived the blitz.
Talk about sabotage of our war effort!
If we still believe that food is necessary
to the winning of the war we have some
blundering and unwitting saboteurs in
this couniry who have done untold
damage to our war effort. The same
thing has happened with respect to the
production of beef. Twenty million
pounds of beef which was needed by our
soldiers across the sea was sabotaged
by unwise bureaucratic regulations.
The other day I received a letter from a
farmer who is now living in another
county but who for many years lived in
Jackson County, Mo. I have known him
for 30 years and highly respect him. I
want to say to you gentlemen over here
who are my Democratic brethren that
for 30 years I have known him as an
active, unfailing worker in the Demo=
cratic Party.

He moved to another county a couple
of years ago and he decided to buy a
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little farm over there. The Government
had urged the production of butter and
butterfat, He invested in a herd of milk
cattle, the best milk cows he could buy,
and he started in the dairy business be-
cause he believed he could help his coun-
try by so doing. I received a letter from
him the other day, and, while I do not
usually like to read letters, I am going
to read a paragraph from the letier of
this gentleman. First, he outlines the
fact that he invested in his dairy herd,
then he tells some of his experiences and
how he was forced by the O. P. A. to go
out of business and sell his herd.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 5 additional
minutes,

Mr. BELL. Mr, Chairman, he states:

And now a word about subsidy.

To encourage the farmers to keep their
herds the creamery raised the price of butter-
fat from 48 to 50 cents per pound, and then
came the subsidy.

You know, they have been paying sub-
sidies, although we have not authorized
them,

The Government last month pald them
$000 and they lowered the price of butterfat
to 48 cents per pound. Now, when it is be-
coming necessary to feed heavier, I talked to
the manager today. He is very bitter against
the administration and told me this subsidy
was robbing the taxpayers. We also have
here a black market. I also talked to the
manager today. He told me he drew 8180
subsidy last month and he sald he thought
it was terrible, but everyone was getting easy
money, and so was he. He has always been
a Democrat, but not next time. He also told
me that Mr. , of , Who only kills
pork and makes sausage, told him yesterday
he was getting $2,000 per week subsidy.

Now, I know that little town, I know
this man’s little packing house out about
3 miles from that little town.

He goes on further:

The mill here is the same way. The man-
ager told me and a group of other men
Thursday he had been a lifelong Democrat
but is very bitter and expresses it so: “My
God, if the people getting this easy money
feel that way what do you expect of the
people paying the bill?”

I read that paragraph from this letter
just to give you, and particularly my
friends over here on the Democratic side
of the House, a picture of how this thing
is going over in the grass-roots country.
They are paying subsidies presumably
for the benefit of the farmer, but the
farmer is not getfing one red cent of
that subsidy. The little packer over near
this country town is getting $2,000 a
week. The man at the creamery is get-
ting $150 a week, but not one red cent
of it goes into the pocket of a single
farmer in the Middle West. Irepeat, not
one red cent of it is going into the hands
of the farmer. A farmer said to me the
last time I was home something that is
very significant, He has been on a farm
for many years, he was a tenant on the
farm in the last war. He said, “You re-
member, in the last war I was a tenant on
this farm. There are 160 acres of it.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.
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Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Gissonl.

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Chairman, the
question before this House is one that
goes far beyond the merit or lack of merit
in the proposed food subsidy; it jars the
foundation of our democracy, it is sow-
ing the pasture for another dictatorial
bureau and its many parasites to forage
and grow fat upon, at the expense of an
overburdened taxpaying public. I am
deeply concerned over the concerted ef-
forts that are being exercised toward
useless regimentation of our people un-
der the shadow of a purported necessity
during this emergency, which has been
and is being deliberately taken advan-
tage of to fasten the yoke stronger on
a helpless people,

If one will only analyze the abuse of
power by the Office of Price Administra-
tion it can well be seen why the people
are demanding that the Congress retake
the reins of government, that the rights
guaranteed by our Constitution may be
preserved for our posterity. There was
an actual necessity for such an organiza-
tion as the Office of Price Administra-
tion, and with the powers given it by
Congress it had the opportunity to ren-
der a greatl service to our people; instead
it has set up a reign of terror and despot-
ism heretofore unknown to a free people.
It gloats in the glory of confiscating pri-
vate property and running enterprising
and honorable American businessmen
out of business, all in the name of saving
the people from themselves. I could
quote many specific instances where
their conduct has been such as to make
a true patriot wonder to what shores the
old ship of state is headed, and in what
port she will anchor. Time will not per-
mit my going into more than one of
these instances. I can give you proof
where on an alleged violation of some
edict a patriotic businessman, Mr. M. M.
Monroe, of Waycross, Ga., was sued for
approximately $5,000 in a court 1,300
miles from his home and place of busi-
ness and the place where the alleged in-
fraction of regulations was committed.
This party, knowing that he had com-
mitted no wrong and that he did not
owe his Government anything, prepared
to defend himself in said action. One
of the army of lawyers paid from the
tax money of the people, Mr. Levenson,
of Boston, Mass., in conference with this
defendant and his counsel advised the
defendant if he defended himself in this
case and did not settle it he was pre-
paring to bring many more such actions
against him in different sections of the
country and would keep on until he broke
him, all in the name of democracy. This
party paid up and stated he was going
out of business for the duration. His
business was essential to our war effort,
but he was literally run out of business
by one mad with power and drunk with
the desire to regiment, yes, hurdle, pen
up, push around, and abuse people. The
conduct of this bunch is enough to make
the colors run from the flag that stands
for justice and equality of mankind.
They are running rampant over the
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country and have the people bewildered
with orders, directives, rules, and regu-
lations that they themselves do not un-
derstand. The country is working alive
with their regimentators from border
to border and from coast to coast.

I wish the people of the Nation, and
especially of my district, could come to
Washington and lock through the offices
from end to end of long corridors and
see the thousands upon thousands of
employees of the Office of Price Admin-
istration waxing fat off their tax
moneys, who are responsibie for the
reign of terror that they have brought
down on an already burdened populace.
While on the question of food, let me
say that if the thousands cn top of thou-
sands of their emissaries in the field
work throughout the United States and
the thousands on top of thousands on
the public pay rolls here were put to
work producing food, we would be faced
with a surplus.

My time will not permit going into
statistics to argue the fallacy of this
subsidy program. The subject is so ele-
mentary, however, that it requires only
sober thought of a reasonably intelli-
gent person to shoot any argument for
a producer subsidy full of holes, It is no
complicated question. It has been
amazing to me to notice how the Reds,
radicals, and crack-pots here who spon-
sor such programs attempt to accom-
plish their wild aims. They take a sub-
ject as simple and as unsupported by
merit and fact as this subsidy question
and first shroud it in a cloak of purity
and then parade it in the shadows of
deep mystery in the hope of confusing
and bewildering the Congress, if pos-
sible, to such degree that they will in
hopeless despair support it, and if Con-
gress does not support it that they may
so mesmerize the thinking public that
their confusion will cause them to con-
demn the Congress for not accepting the
yoke and bowing to the demands of these
star gazers here in Washington who are
defermined to chart and direct the
course of the American people.

I ask the membership of this House to
come from under the haze of the smoke
screen created by Philip Murray, the ad-
ministration leadership, and the Com-
munist press who have formed and
sponsored this damnable piece of legis-
lation.

It is unthinkable to know that this
legislation has been sponsored by the
radical element of this country who have
been responsible for the exorbitant
wages being paid industrial workers who
are now drawing twelve and fifteen dol-
lars per day. They demand higher
wages one day and are granted it, as
in the case of the coal miners, and the
next day call on the taxpayers of Amer-
ica to pay their grocery bills; and yet we
have Members on the floor of this House
who will use every means at their com-
mand to saddle that expense on a help-
less, taxpaying public. You have not
heard one cry from the millions of wage
earners who have not received any in-
crease in wages through all of this
spiral trend calling for subsidies; it
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comes from those who are responsible
for the heavy taxes we are paying today.

There is one reference I would like
to make that is fundamentally sound in
analyzing the merits and demerits of
this legislation. It will be found in the
Holy Writ that you can judge a tree by
the fruit it bears. I call upon the mem-
bhership of this House and the people of
this Nation to judge the Office of Price
Administration by the fruit it has borne.

A few months ago, the great saviors of
the American people put forth a roll-
back program, which they were given
the privilege to try. I could give you
many instances of its ill and destructive
effects, but will only call attention to
the fact that it has caused the slaughter
of hundreds of herds of milk cows
throughout the United States right at
a time that we face a milk famine. It
has prevented thousands upon thou-
sands of beef cattle from being fed and
thereby providing millions of peunds of
extra beef for the consuming public,
which also applies to hogs. I can cite
you one instance where Dennis Adams,
an enterprising, thrifty, anc hard-work-
ing small farmer in my home county,
bought on the livestock market in my
home town of Douglas, Ga., on August
17, 1843, six feeders of the total weight
of 1,385 pounds for the sum of $173.17.
On the 12th day of October 1943, after
approximately 2 months of careful feed-
ing, he sold the same six cows on the
same market, and they weighed 1,665
pounds, a gain of 280 pounds; besides the
fact that they were bought thin and sold
fat, they brought him only $144.86, a net
loss, besides the worth of his feed and
time hauling and taking care of said
cattle, of $28.31. It could safely be said
that he lost at least $756 in his patriotic
effort to help produce food. I ask some
Members of this House to tell me who
got this money, to whom did this advan-
tage go?

How are you going to justify this kind
of regimentation and confiscation of
property? If any of you have the te-
merity to claim that anyone profited by
this confiscation of this man’s property
except the middleman, you would have
to say it was some of John Lewis' or
Philip Murray's legion who are shutting
down war industries and living off the fat
of the land while they walk in idleness
about the streets of the communities in
which they enjoy the freedom of a de-
moeracy being protected by the blood of
the youth of this Nation. The fact is
that no one but the middleman profited.
I have a family and it is necessary to
make weekly purchases of their food and
we have not enjoyed one-tenth of 1 per-
cent reduction in any meat prices, nor
has anyone else. This in the face of the
fact that millions of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money has been used to set up
another bureau with its many parasites
to prey on the working people of this
country.

The sponsors of this measure are so
inconsistent that it all but causes us to
lose confidence in human beings and
human reasoning. I had one sponsor of
subsidies tell me that a plain example
of the merits of the subsidy program is
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that we produce about 20 percent of our
sugar, and by the use of subsidies that
only our producers would benefit, but if
we permitted an increase in consumer
prices then the foreign countries who
produce 80 percent would then profit
likewise. I reminded him that “this is
your argument on this measure, in the
next breath you will be calling on the
Congress to appropriate billions for lend-
lease from which you will send these
very counfries, that you do not want to
enjoy the increase in prices, millions
of dollars of lend-lease goods such as
silk hose, lipstick, rouge, and other
weapons of war of this nature. I ask
you to remember who said: ‘Consist-
ency, thou art a jewel.””

It is so childish, so ridiculous and so
destructive to think of the real effect of
this purported legislation that I am
caused to tremble in fear of what lies
ahead for this Nation unless those in
charge of its destiny revert to more so-
ber thinking,. We had the Treasury De-
partment to call on us to saddle onto the
tax-paying public an additional ten and
one-half billion dollars in taxes, based
on the argument that there is so much
surplus money that it is necessary to
levy such an excessive tax to siphon off
the surplus money in the consumers’
pockets to prevent inflation. In the next
breath we are urged by the same source
to vote millions of dollars that this same
bunch may pay the grocery bills of the
consuming public because prices are be-
yond their means to meet. It will take
someone with a mind like a jig-saw puz-
zle to convince any sober-minded human
being of any consistency between the
two positions. At this point I would like
to ask when God in His infinite powers
will bring sober thinking back to the di-
recting powers in Washington. The
purpose seems to be to, by any means,
get control of the entire income of the
American public that it may be wasted,
spent, and scrambled for any purposes
that this wild bunch may conceive in
their dreams and imagination of that
realm of utopia in which they yet seem
to think that the American people are
going to live under their plan,

The effect of their over-all proposal
would be to take in taxes from a man
with a net income of, we will say,
$5,000, an extra sum of approxi-
mately $1,000, and I know and you
know that he would not be saved, under
the most liberal construction of the re-
sult of the program, more than one or
two hundred dollars in the course of a
year on his purchases. This is about as
consistent, however, as the general fi-
nancing of the Government's business
has been over the past few years.

I want to say to you Members who
brand yourselves as liberals that you
with other powers at work in this country
may break down the system of govern-
ment we and our forefathers have en-
joyed. You may destroy at home the
very thing that the youth of this Nation
are dying on foreign battlefields to pre-
serve, and in their absence, but let me
take this opportunity to thank God Al-
mighty, from whom all wisdom and jus-
tice comes, that when it is done the pages
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of the procedure of the National Con-
gress will never show my name as being
one who joined hands with the Commu-
nists, radicals, and other crackpots of
this country in its destruction. I ac-
cept.as the greatest privilege that a kind
providence has given me to know that
in the pages of history yet to be written
my children will never be able to point
to the fact that their father helped to
destroy the America that the patriots of
old gave their property and lives to build.

I sometimes wonder how you can face
the fathers and mothers who have given
from their bosom their first love to go
abroad and fight for you and for me
when you know that you are saddling
onto them a national debt of destruction
for them to try to pay by their labor
when they return from the blood-stained
and smoke-colored battlefields of terror
where they have left so many of their
comrades to sleep through the years un-
der a tomb resting on foreign soil and
kissed at night by a foreign moon.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I
yvield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. WoODRUFF].

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I listened with a great deal
of interest to the remarks just submitted
to the Committee by the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BeLirl.
I wish a great many more Members could
have been on the floor and heard that
speech. It impressed me, as I am sure
it impressed every other Member, be-
cause of the fact that he gave to us the
truth and the whole truth about the sit-
uation in which the American farmer
finds himself.

INFLATION A DANGEROUS OPIATE

Mr. Chairman, inflation is like a drug.
It gives you an immediate 1ift and leaves
you with a bad headache. It is also like
a drug because if you become an addict
vou crave stronger and stronger doses in
order to keep up the efiect. The end of
the drug addict, and of the nation re-
sorting to inflation as a permanent pol-
icy, is the same. The end is collapse and
destruction.

During the 10 long years of the pres-
ent administration the American eco-
nomic system has persistently been in-
jected with doses of inflation. The dose
has been designated by more innocently
appearing labels, like “reflation” or “def-
icit financing,” but the more polite name
does not alter the evil effects of that
deadly dangerous economic drug, prop-
erly called inflation.

Tens of millions of Americans today
receive their wages and salaries in fresh
new dollar hills, or through checks on
new Government bank deposits. These
salaries and wages mean purchasing
power. They represent the means of
paying rent, of buying food, of getting
a pair of new shoes, or a hat, or a movie
ticket. Now, where did that purchasing
power come from? From the Govern-
ment, you prohably will answer. But I
ask you again, from whenee did the Gov=-
ernment get that purchasing power to
hand to you on pay day? Some of it
the Government got from your taxes.
Some of it came from your bonds. Some
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of it is simply fictitious; and this ficti-
tious part of the purchasing power dis-
pensed by the Government creates the
process we call inflation. When the Gov-
ernment wants your work, the products
of your farms, the goods you manufac-
ture, and has not the economically sound
means of paying you, it nevertheless gets
what it wants by a very simple device.
It is indeed unforfunate for humanity
that this device is so simple that the
temptation to resort o it has rarely been
resisted by those wanting more than they
can get by legitimate means. That proc-
ess is the simple one of issuing Treasury
bills or similar obligations, and then dis-
counting them at the central banks,
thereby creating deposits against which
Government checks may be drawn. Of
course, the result of such a policy is an
ever-increasing public debt. On October
15 the total gross public debt and guar-
anteed obligations of this country
amounted to over $168,000,000,000. At
this time each man, woman, and child
in this Nation is responsible for a public
debt of some thirteen hundred dollars,
Last year at this time the individual re-
sponsibility was only $700. Ten years
ago, when this administration took over
and began the mishandling of the affairs
of this country, the per capita debt of
each individual was a mere $190.

Every month the Government pays out
about two and one-half billion dollars
more than the Government has avail-
able for payment. In so doing, it goes
deeper and deeper into debt, and two
and a half billion dollars of inflationary
money goes into circulation. Now more
money would be quite all right, provided
at the same time a proportionate in-
crease in consumers’ goods available for
purchase were created. In that case, we
should all Ide better off. We would be
able to buy more of the things we want
than we ever could before., But, as you
all know, such is not the case. All we
civilians can buy with our money is the
left-overs after the demands of our
armed forces have heen supplied, and
after more than a billion dollars worth

of goods a month have been shipped.

overseas as gifts to our British and Rus-
sian allies, and to other nations to which
we play Santa Claus under the terms of
lend-lease. The reduced supply of con-
sumers’ goods certainly shows no ten-
dency to grow.

‘With evermore billions of dollars dis-
iributed in wages and salaries, it is no
wonder the supply of money and the
supply of goods available get out of bal-
ance. An unbalanced condition as be-
tween purchasing power in the hands of
the people and the purchasable amount
of goods and services arises. That, in
popular language, is called an infiation-
ary gap. In reality, of course, there is
no such inflationary gap. Every dollar
will either be spent, saved, or taken away
in taxes. If the supply of consumers’
goods and services were fixed, and the
amount of money were doubled, the
same transactions of purchase and sale
would take place as before, but the level
of prices would double to the benefit of
nobody. That is the way in which in-
flation, engendered by excessive Govern-
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ment spending, exercises an upward
pressure on prices.

Of course, the Government can put
ceilings on prices, but it cannot force
people to produce if their production
costs rise to a point where the ceiling
prices do not permit a profit. If we
try to fix prices under such circum-
stances, the goods simply will disappear,
because the Government's price policy
restrains production. I do not know
whether or not you noticed the other
day that even the Secretary of the
Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, was liquidat-
ing his herd of fancy dairy cattle, be-
cause the cost of milk production was
greater than the price he received. If
you cannot stop costs from rising—and
you can do that only to a certain ex-
tent—you have the choice of letting
prices rise or of going without the goods.
Of course, there is a third escape, called
the black market, but that is a most
undesirable and illegal expedient.

In the early stages of our wartime
crisis, many people seemed to be rather
impressed with the benefits of inflation.
They thought the vastly increased Gov-
ernment spending would make it possible
practically to eliminate the curse of un-
employment, to create jobs for women
and young people who had not thereto-
fore been gainfully employed; that wages
would rise, temporarily, even faster than
the cost of living. Many believed prices
on farm products would finally reach the
so-called parity with prices on industrial
commodities, So, as I say, inflation is
like a drug. At first it has a very pleas-
ant effect. We have now reached the
point when the ill effects—the suffering—
begins, and to most of us that is anything
but pleasant. Unrest is spreading all
over the country; in the coal mines, on
the railroads, in the factories, and even
on the farms. People are beginning to
listen when demands are being made in
Congress for economy in Government
spending. It is being pretty generally
realized that the over-sized administra-
tive machinery is far from efficient; that
we are paying the salaries of hundreds of
thousands of Government employees
whose services could be ended without
any loss to society, any loss of efficiency,
or any let-down in the war effort.

A demand is growing for economy even
in military expenditures. Many sins can
be covered by the cloak of so-called mili-
tary necessity, as was shown on Novem-
ber 4 when the House of Representatives
reduced the first supplemental national
defense appropriation bill by 82 percent
below the Budget estimates. This was a
reduction of nearly $1,000,600,000 in this
bill alone. ;

In recent weeks, particular attention
has been drawn to the tremendous vol-
ume of goods of all kinds, and services of
all kinds, which have been and are being
given away to foreign countries. It is
true that, comparatively speaking, this
country is a rich country, or perhaps I
should say, this country has been a rich
country. Whether we can afford to con-
tinue to distribute gifts at a rate of over
a hillion dollars a month is another mat-
ter, inasmuch as we have to go into debt
in order to make those gifts., We all
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know that Mr. Stalin thinks of Russia
first.

We are increasingly aware that Mr.
Churchill’s first concern is for Great
Britain and the Empire. It is high time
that we in this country place America
first, and put some brakes on the wild
schemes to supply the whole wide world
with the goods our own people must go
without. The day has come, and it is
not here for a day, but for the rest of our
lifetime and perhaps the whole of the
lifetime of our children and our grand-
children, that we will sufier under a
crushing tax burden. Later we will have
to struggle to pay the interest on the
loans our Government made in order to
give away the products of this country to
the peoples of other nations. It is inex-
cusable that no definite arrangements
have been made whereby those people,
who now receive all kinds of goods and
services free from this Nation, shall some
time, in some way, help lighten the eco-
nomic burden of our people, a burden
very largely incurred to help them in
their days of trial.

In the meantime, the Government goes
on with its inflationary policy. Every
month, two or three billion dollars are
added to the sea of economic morass in
which we are sinking deeper and deeper.
Instead of going to the roots of the dis-
ease, and curtailing expenditures, the
Administration would resort to all kinds
of subterfuges to postpone the day of
reckoning with the American people.
One of these devices is represented by
Governmental subsidies under a wide
variety of forms. To conceal the fact
that costs rise, and that prices conse-
quently must rise if production is to con-
tinue, the Administration proposes to pay
subsidies to producers and processors.
Instead of admitting that production
would cease if the price of milk is not
raised, the Administration prefers to fool
the publie by suggesting that prices shall
be kept down and that the Government
will pay the difference between the real
price and the sales price. I do not believe
that those who think this problem
through will be fooled by such a proposal.
They will know that the subsidies will be
put on their tax bill, together with the
staggering costs of administering the
subsidies. They will see that the sub-
sidies will have to be increased continu-
ously in line with the growth of inflation.
Subsidies do not prevent infiation when
they retard the rise in sales prices, Sub-
sidies add to inflation by pouring more
purchasing power into the economic
stream and by forcing the Government
deeper and deeper into debt. It is high
time that we all sober up and reject an
economic policy that has brought this
rich and prosperous Nation to the very
verge of bankruptey. -

Insofar as tax money is money earned
through production of goods and services,
no inflation results in the economic sys-
tem but a distribution of purchasing
power does result, This is not, as some
people fondly believe, a share-the-wealth
operation. It is a share-the-poverty op-
eration inasmuch as it compels the tax-
payers to pay part of the cost and profit
of the production of goods and services
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which, normally, would be recovered in
prices at the retail counter.

But where these subsidies are paid, as
this administration wants them to be
paid, out of governmental deficits, which
give rise to fictitious purchasing power,
then these subsidies become, not only a
share-the-poverty operation, but they
become dangerously inflationary as well.

When the Government undertakes to
bestow subsidies through money created
by deficit financing which does not repre-
sent goods and services produced, the
administration is knowingly and secretly
administering the drug of inflation to the
American economy. If we travel very far
along this road, we will end up in the
abyss of ruin and economic chaos.

Mr. Chairmean, it has been my privilege
this morning to review the last of the
two measures known as the anti-inflation
hills enacted by the Congress. Both these
measures contain the exact provisions in-
sisted upon by the President of the United
States. He assured the Congress and the
country that if given these bills he could
and would throw every protection around
our economy, and that inflation would
not take place. No one questions his
authority under the act as amended to
do exactly as he then promised to do. It
must be perfectly apparent to everyone,
however, that a rather large measure of
inflation has occurred since these powers
were given to the President. His failure
to control the same was not through lack
of legal powers to do so, but rather his
neglect to exercise those powers, I think
anyene familiar with all the facts will
agree that if inflation has occurred—and
it has—the responsibility therefor can
be placed directly upon the President of
the United States.

M. . Chairman, I have reached the con-
clusion that the administration program
of rolling back prices, of paying subsidies,
of still further increasing .our national

indebtedness, and still further expanding-

the bureaucracy which at every hand
stifles and irritates the people of the
country, will, for the reasons I have set
forth, induce inflation rather than cur-
tail it. Notwithstanding the provisions
of the bill before us, the President can,
even though the measure were enacted
into law, stop inflation exactly where it
now is. If the President up to date, with
all the powers he has under the law, has
not curbed inflation, certainly he cannot
now do so through the medium of roll-
back of prices and subsidizing of activi-
ties, which in my judgment is in itself
dangerously inflationary.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT-
MAN]. g

Mr. PATMAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
and include therein certain statements
and excerpts relative thereto.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. WarTer). Is
there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

INFLATION NO. 1 PROBLEM ON HOME FRONT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr., Chairman, the

real key to all of the problems on the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

home front is in the fight against in-
flation. From the lessons learned as a
result of studying the movement of prices
during World War No. 1 it is perfectly
evident that a completely uncontrolled
economy in wartime results in disas-
trous dislocations and unequal distribu-
tion of hardships. This fact is obvious
from the fizures which I presented here
in this House on November 1, wherein
the fizures showed specifically that the
farmer’s position was worse in World
War No. 1 than it is now.

EVILS OF UNCONTROLLED INFLATION

From the lessons which we all must
have learned as we watched the actual
operation of uncontrolled inflation after
the last war in various foreign countries,
we can easily envision two definite re-
sults: The first result is an almost com-
plete destruction of the values of those

.things which we, all of us, have learned

from infancy represent the true worth of
our counfry, and of our business strue-
ture, and of each individual; second, we
know that with uncontrolled inflation
the dollar cost of a global war such as
we are involved in now would become
so huge that we would be led into the
ultimate of absurdity in our fiscal sys-
tem and the very real necessity of
abrogating debts which no conceivable
plan of taxation could ever hope to pay.

STABILIZATION DESIRED

It has also become perfectly apparent
that all of our people desire during this
wartime period to prevent inflation and
to stabilize the economy insofar as it is
humanly possible. Further, the people
of this country, no matter whether they
express it in these words, understand
that to win any fight against inflation
it is impossible to divide the country into
classes or groups and to stabilize in one
direction and not in another. It is im-
possible either by legislation, directive, or
regulation to attain the goal of stabiliza-
tion by favoring any one group because
that can only be done at the expense of
all others. If this sort-of thing is tried
the very human demand will arise from
all the other groups that they too be
favored, and thus there will be generated
the step-by-step movement of inflation
which will end no one knows where,

LEGISLATION AND ADMINISTRATION NECESSARY

The main principle of conirols estab-
lished to prevent inflation and to sta-
bilize the economy lies in legislation and
administration which dces the job equi-
tably insofar as that is humanly pos-
sible. This stabilization must be done
upon a firm foundation of a knowledge
of the facts and not upon the shifting
sands of wishful thinking or political
pressures. When I say these things, I
am not becoming a member of any group
of fanatical dreamers, reformers, or
idealistic doctors of economy. I am a
member of the huge majority of the peo-
ple and the businessmen of this country,
who have always, and still do, state un-
equivocably that they do not want
inflation. ,
HISTORY OF PRICE CONTROL AND STABILIZATION

Because of the very peculiar reactions
of certain Members of the Congress, I
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think it is necessary at this time to re-
trace the history of price control and
stabilization. Before the first legisia-
tion was had, an agency set up under
the President’s war powers . did some
very fine work in bucking .the tide of in-
fiation on a purely voluntary basis. The
agency people realized that this volun-
tary situation could not continue. With
huge amounts of money in the hands of
many people, which they wanted fo
spend for goods and services, it was evi-
dent that a voluntary system would
break down under the pressure of buy-
ing power, particularly as both goods
and services became scarce as the war
continued.
FIRST PRICE-CONTROL ACT

The first piece of legislation, there-
fore, resulted in the establishment of an
Office of Price Administration, ' This hill
was introduced as H. R. 5990 and was
passed in January 1942, it being shortly
thereafter signed by the President and
thus becoming law. This legislation
was carefully considered by all the
Members of Congress. Numerous hear-
ings commencing in August 1941 were
held, and every phase, yes, in fact, every
word, given careful scrutiny and
analysis.

There, of course, were many differences
of opinion, but the final vote here in this
House showed that the majority believed
that the country wanted and needed the

legislation, The voie resulted as fol-
lows:
Against:
DRI o i e &b b s e i i i i 64
RepUbHCANS. e e e a3
Total 157
For:
Democrats ...
Bepublcans & - - rn G iR
Total 293

The administration, and particularly
the Office of Price Administration, did not
immediately thereafter rush into violent
action, but in April of 1942 did put out
an all-embracing order known as the
General Maximum Price Regulation,
which froze the prices of most of the
important goods and services as of the
March level. This action was taken be-
cause by that time it had become com-
pletely apparent that inflation was defi-
nitely on the way. Of course, such a
method as an over-all freeze was bound
to catch some people at a disadvantage
in their position. Therefore, immedi-
ately after the establishment of G. M.
P. R, O. P. A, started on a job of
tailoring a regulation for every industry
on an individual basis. During the time
when G. M. P. R. was in effect, and when
the individual regulations were being de-
veloped and written, complaints about
price control began to develop. Some-
times the complaints were due to purely
selfish interests of industries or groups;
sometimes they were due to honest dif-
ferences of opinion between business and
O. P. A.; sometimes the complaints were
due to mistakes which O. P, A, made,
But with all of these complaints during
this period no one suggested that price
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control be eliminated. Everyone recog-
nized that the attempt to hold inflation-
ary tendencies under control by the
method of price control had to be for
the benefit of everyone, and would prob-
ably at some point or other hurt prac-
tically everyone, -
NO INFLATION CONTROL WITHOUT INEQUALITIES
It is unrealistic thinking to say that
you can have inflation control without
hurting anyone just as it is unrealistic to
say that you can win a battle without
casualties.
CRY OF “‘GET RID OF PROFESSORS"

Price control was new to our people
and there was not very much known
about the science of doing the job by any-
one in this country. In particular the
businessmen of the couniry, never hav-
ing envisioned such a control in our econ-
omy, did not know much about it. Grad-
ually, therefore, there grew up a feeling
that all of the Government agency peo-
ple were professors, lawyers, or long-
haired reformers. The cry was “Get rid
of the professors and get businessmen.”

UNDER COVER PLAN TO KILL PRICE CONTROL

Not so loudly in publie, but neverthe-
less definitely, a small group of our bigger
businessmen developed the idea that all
controls were wrong and that we would
be better off if controls of any kind would
be eliminated, Considerable work was
started under cover to kill the whole idea

" of price control and stabilization.

SECOND PRICE CONTROL ACT OR STABILIZATION ACT

During the summer of 1942 it became
apparent to the Members of the Congress,
or at least to a large majority, that there
was some strengthening needed, so that
the President and the administrative
agencies could really cover all elements
of the inflationary movement. So then
on Qectober 2, 1942, there was passed
what is popularly known as the Stabili-
zation Act.

The Democratic Members of this House
who voted for that measure honestly be-
lieved in its necessity., Did the Repub-
lican Members of this House also believe
in its necessity or did they see a chance
to vote for a measure which in effect they
hoped would be the dropping of a hot
potato into the hands of the President?
Did they hope that it would burn and
embarrass him? Let us look at the votes
for this measure:

For:
TMITOOCTR o o i L il oy e e 155
L EOT T s A R 128
Tothl.rrmemene- iy
Against: ——
B R T ey B 70
BepubHeans .- oo s a e s 25
T R I 95

I would like to call your attention to
the fact that this vote showed a larger
majority of all votes in the House for
the Stabilization Act than for the origi-
nal Price Control Act. I would also like
to call your attention to the fact that
while 56 of our honorable opposition of
the Republican party voted for the
Price Control Act, that 128 voted for the
Stabilization Act. Why did 72 more of

T
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our honorable opposition vote for the
Stabilization Act? I trust that they did
so out of the very real desire to insure
that our country would not face a ter-
rible inflation.

APPROPRIATION FOR O. P. A. INSUFFICIENT FOR

ADEQUATE ENFORCEMENT

Shortly after the passage of the Stabil-
ization Act, under which the Administra-
tion immediately went to work trying to
carry out the mandate of the Congress,
the problem of an appropriation for the
Office of Price Administration came up.
The net of the history in this particular
action was that thirty millions were elim-
inated from the appropriation even after
many hearings developed the fact that
to do a good job the agency really needed
the money, especially to do a good job on
enforcement. The elimination of this
thirty millions was done right in the mid-
dle of the very serious and unpatriotic
wave of black-market development and
of racketeering to evade price and ra-
tioning regulations. It would seem to
me that once the Congress had decided
upon a course in respect to inflation and
stabilization and had then by legislation
directed the President and certain Gov-
ernment agencies to do a job and had
given them the power to do the job, that
the least the Congress can be charged
with is a most peculiar line of reasoning
to have so limited appropriations as to
have hampered the very work that Con-
gress had decided formerly was neces-

sary. How did this vote come out?
Votes for reduction:
) e A e S el 26
Republieans - luzol e o dnis ] el 156
OLRT et s e =T sou182
_—
Votes against reduction:
b Tl T R R S e S 135
Republicns ccvccccaaa- L
2 e L e RSt S S Lo 146

It appears that almost the total num-
ber of our honorable Republican oppo-
sition who voted on the measure actually
voted to hamstring price control and
stabilization in this matter of necessary
appropriation. Does this mean that our
honorable opposition saw an opportunity
to make the Democratic administration
continue to handle a difficult problem
without the necessary funds? Did this
give our honorable opposition a chance
to say, “Go thou and do thus-and-so,”
but “there will not be allowed you the
means to do thus-and-so”? Did they ex-
pect the Government to make bricks
without straw? Did this action on the
O. P. A. appropriation come from the
same astonishing minds of our honorable
opposition as the action on the O. W, I.
appropriation? The O. W. I. was doing
a good job combating inflation, and
practically the same Members who voted
to cripple O. P. A. also voted to eliminate
the appropriation for O. W. I. that was
used to fight inflation—another Repub-
lican vote for inflation.

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

Let it go into the record that to the.

eternal credit of the administration of
the Government agencies, particularly
O. P. A, and of the businessmen of this
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country that cooperatively they all tried
to stop black markets and racketeering
as best they could without the manpower
needed to do the job. But these rotten
things still exist, and you can charge
their continued life to the vote of those
Members who cut the appropriations,

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

Now we come to the middle of the
summer of this year in which the bill was
introduced to extend the life of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. The bill was
finally passed in such a form that the
President found it necessary to veto it.
I do not believe I need to rehearse all
this very recent history, but I do think I
should ask whether or not that first Com-
modity Credit Corporation bill as passed
was not part and parcel of a design to
destroy stabilization. I would probably
not ask such a question if anyone, any-
where, of any political party in this
House, had ever suggested any other
method to establish stabilization than
that of subsidy, properly used.

FEOPLE COMPLAIN ABOUT MISTAKES

After the President vetoed this bill an-
other was brought out which continued
the Commodity Credit Corporation for a
temporary period. Evidently our hon-
orable opposition felt that this was the
proper and safe thing to do because they

_ felt sure that during the recess which
. came shortly thereafter, all Members of

Congress would go home to find the coun-
try rising up en masse asking for the de-
struction of price control and stabiliza-
tion. But the people did not rise up
en masse asking for this destruction.
They did complain; they did criticize;
they did argue, but they never said to
anyone that they didn’t want any more
control and that they would welcome in-
flation. I am talking about the vast ma-
jority of the American public and not
the selfish few who think that they can
ride out inflation to their own personal
advantage. Iam talking about the small
businessman, about the professional peo-
ple, about labor; yes, and the vast ma-
jority of farmers and all those people—
over 14,000,000 of them—Iliving on stable
incomes which have not risen during this
war. Iam talking about the soldiers, the
sailors, and marines and their families
who don’t want inflation, and who have
unmistakably in vast majority said so not
only to Democrats but to Republicans.
MORE EXPERIENCED MEN USED BY O. P. A.

During all this period since the first
price-control legislation the President,
Mr. Jimmie Byrnes, Mr. Fred- Vinson,
and all of the Government agencies and
bureaus involved have worked very hard
to obey the congressional directive to
stabilize. Durinhg this period the various
agencies have brought in more and more
practical and experienced businessmen.
Ireally believe that there has been an im-
provement in the methods of price con-
trol and stabilization. I believe that the
regulations are generally clearer and are
more simple. No one can really criticize
the good work which has been done in
rent control and rationing and the food-
production program. There are only a
relatively few of the price regulations out
of over 400 which O. P, A, has put out



1943

which caused the most complaints and
wherein there were the most mistakes
made. These regulations either have
been or are in the process of being re-
vised. The work of revision is being done
in conjunction with a system of industry
advisory committees which have been ex-
tended to every possible industry and
many parts of indusiry. The whole ap-
proach so far as I can determine is more
realistic and more one of partnership
between Government and industry.

OTHER AGENCIES DOING A BETTER JOB

I think that this is true of all agencies
of the Government. W. P. B. has done
the same kind of a job. The War Food
Administration is doing it also, using
many committees made up of producers,
processors, retailers, and consumers. So
far as I can determine the people of
the United States and the war agencies
are actually cooperating efficien{ly and
learning now to do the job that this
Congress directed the President and the
war agencies to do. Business, labor,
many farmers, and Government agencies
are all working together because they be-
lieve in the absolute necessity of keep-
ing inflation out of our system. It seems
that only the Congress is not a member
of the partnership. It almost seems to
me on the record of votes we can say
to our honorable Republican opposition,
that they are the principal ones who are
not members of this partnership which
is now working to get the job done. I
should judge that they would not hold
out from being partners on any other
basis than one of honest differences of
opinion.
we certainly could not charge them with
playing politics, could we?

0. P. A. NOT THE CAUSE OF ALL MISTAKES

There has grown up a habit here in
Congress of blaming our own creation,
the Office of Price Administration, for
any and all mistakes of any of the Gov-
ernment agencies. We make O. P. A, the
whipping boy and yet it is the one im-
portant war agency which was created
by an act of Congress. Are we falling
into the error of whipping ourselves?
Why do the selfish, the disgruntled, the
opposition constantly pick on the child
which the Congress gave life to? Why
is it that those who are trying to do what
Congress, representing the people of this
country, wanted done, control inflation
and stabilize our economical life—why
is it that those very people and agencies
are the receivers of the blows of obh-
jection and political attack upon the
operation of the home front? Why is it
that the opposition frequently does not
even stick to the facts? Why is it they
do not get the facts, or they do not get
all of the facts?

ARE SUBSIDIES ONLY FOR THE FEW AND SELFISH?

The opposition cries out against sub-
sidies. Is it just because the President

and the agency we created want to use
subsidy because there is no other. logical
method? It seems to me that the use of
subsidies as represented in Republican
tariff after Republican tariff should now
be so completely acceptable to the hon-

I should judge that in this time:
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orable opposition that there would be
no question of the use of an internal sub-
sidy which the facts show benefits every-
one, Do our honorable opposition be-
lieve in subsidies only for the few and
selfish; do our honorable opposition think
that by attacking the subsidy program
to hold down the price of food as being
un-American, that they themselves are
being logical or politically sound? Do
they believe that they can sustain this
remarkable inconsistency by calling upon
the name of the farmers?
SUMMARY

What does this 21l add up to?

First. Realizing that the country
wants inflation control and wants the
economic position stabilized, the major-
ity of both Democratic and Republican
Members of this House voted overwhelm-
ingly for the Stabilization Act which fol-
lowed and buttressed the first price act;

Second. I do not want to doubt that
this vote was an honest one and re-
flected the desires of the vast majority
of our constituents, and if this is true,
the opposition is on record, just as our
party is on record. :

Third. Because mistakes were made
by human beings who worked long hours
trying to do the right thing on your as-
signed problems and because of selfish
pressures from some well-known spots
there seems to me to be by the record of
votes a move by our Republican friends
to constantly and consistently under-
mine their own work in every possible
direction. Surely it cannot be that our
opposition Members are saying that they
are doing all this for the sake of the
farmer, when actually they know that
they are doing it all for the sake of a
small minority who want inflation, or
for the sake of just hampering the ad-
ministration in the middle of a difficult
wartime situation. After all, Republi-
cans must be just as patriotic as Demo-
crafs.

Fourth. Is this all the evidence of an
old political trick where you appear to
help your opponents when your voters at
home tell you you have to and then you
try to crucify your opponent on every
move thereafter? Surely none of us can
be so short-sighted as to crucify the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, and thus de-
stroy support prices for the farmer
simply because there is some kind of a
political point to be gained.

CONSTANT BICKERINGS AT HOME

Fifth. Frankly, I cannot conceive that
this constant evidence of disunity
amongst us in the Congress is entirely a
matter of honest division of opinion.
Yet all of us know that we continue to
weaken our position at home. All of us
know that these constant bickerings
sicken the man in uniform and we know
that he will not forget. Some day he
will put his memory to practical use, and
when that day comes he probably will
make a clean sweep of all of us who fail
now to back him up. I, for one, say he
should make a clean sweep.

What is it that is necessary to be done?
It is very simple; we want all the food
production we can get; we want a decent
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living standard for every man, woman,
and child in this country; we want to
stabilize our economy so that no class or
group is favored beyond any other; we
want to strive mightily to preserve our-
selves intact.

Now surely the path this Congress is
going down at present is a piece-meal
killing of any and all opportunity to
stabilize the national policy of this coun-
try in respect to the home front, thus
doing what the voter wants and our own
good sense tells us is needed. That is
not sound politics for either Democrats
or Republicans, that is just stupidity on
our part. If you do not like subsidy,
show us something better. I do not like
war, but I cannot show any method of
exterminating the evils of dictatorship
and aggression except by war.

CHILDREN'S PARTY

Are not we being a little bit like the
“Children’s Party” which the very fam-
ous author by the name of Ruskin wrote
about? You will remember that the
children came, dressed in their best, to
& beautiful house and a beautiful garden
to play, with all the toys in the world
at their command, But one selfish little
fellow decided that the most valuable
thing to him were the brass tacks that
studded the furniture in the house. So
he started to pull out brass tacks, and he
convinced all the other children of the
value of brass tacks. Thus the party
ended in the destruction of furniture,
fichts amongst the children, and the ele-
vation of useless brass tacks to a position
of first importance. I am sorry to say
that the recent gyrations here in the
House remind me of this story. I am
sorry to say that the selfish little boy
after the brass tacks reminds me of some
of the honorable opposition. If the op-
position wants fo.“get down to brass
tacks” why do you not just abolish all
controls, Then the wrecking of our
house and garden will be an honest job.
PRESENT BILL, IF ENACTED, WILL PRACTICALLY

DESTROY SUPPORT-FRICE PROGRAM

Some of our Republican friends, and
especially the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLcoTTl, on page 9695, CONGRES-
sTONAL REcorDp, have contended that H.
R. 3477, as reported out by the solid Re-
publican vote, would not destroy the
farmers' support-price program. Inso-
far as the support-price program in-
volves the Government in a risk of loss,
this Republican view is plainly errone-
ous. As to this, we do not need to spec-
ulate. On October 21, 19843, Marvin
Jones, the War Food Administrator, who
must administer every support-price
program, wrote a letter to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. STEAGALL] opposing
this Republican bill.

Marvin Jones stated in his letter of
October 21:

If eection 3, in its present form, is included
in the bill, it will practically destroy the
support-price program. Carrying forward
the support-price program will involve some
losses. This, however, would apply only to
the commodities where the support price
maust be above the level of ceiling prices If we
:re to secure the necessary in food produc-
ion.
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The support-price program for this year
has involved the loss of only about #$350,-
000,000. It has resulted in tremendous pro-
duction. We will need even greater produc-
tion in the coming year. The adoption of
the bill would force a complete change, em-
bark us on a course of great uncertainty,
and jeopardize, beyond measure, our pro-
spective 1944 production, which is vital to
the war effort. This program has not only
enabled us to realize these goals but to se-
cure production in excess of the goals that
were established.

I do not see how any statement could
be plainer than that. Those who would
enact this bill into law are driving a
knife into the farmer’s heart by destroy-
ing the support-price program and are
threatening to impair the production of
vital foods for our armed forces, our al-
lies, and our civilian population,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. O’'CoNNOR].

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, the
hill before the House has to do with the
question of continuing the Commodity
Credit Corporation as an agency of the
United States, of which of course we are
all in favor, and for other purposes. In
the ramifications of this bill, naturally
the O. P. A. becomes involved. Also,
there are questions involved dealing with
whether or not we are going to continue
subsidizing certain food products and
other commodities. To a great extent
we have already adopted the use of sub-
sidies in connection with our war pro-
gram.

I do not believe there is a Member of
this House who would want to wipe out
our price-control program. However,
neither do I believe there are very many
Members who are not disgusted with the
manner in which the price-control law
has been administered. It hasbeen con-
demned throughout the country for its
inefficiency, confusion, and incompe-
tency. That it has saved the Govern-
ment and the people tremendous sums
of money many doubt. However, I be-
lieve from the information we have that
it has saved money. The O. P. A. claims
that a saving of $67,000,000,000 in the
purchase of war materials alone has been
effected which would not have been
saved had the prices of these materials
gone uncontrolled. The same agency of
the Government claims that the con-
sumers have been saved $22,000,000,000
because of the generally lower cost of
living in this war. Maybe these figures
are inaccurate and maybe not, but the
fact is that a responsible agency of the
Government has officially put them out
and until their inaccuracy is shown, it
seems fair to accept them.

Do not think for a moment that I
take the position that this saving Is due
in any considerable degree to the use of
subsidies—far from it, However, I do
not become excited over the use of sub-
sidies. We have seen them used directly
and indirectly since the first tariff act
was passed approximately 150 years ago.
Alexander Hamilion said at that time
that if industries are to be protected by
a tariff the farmers of the Nation should
be paid something not by way of a bonus,
gift, or subsidy, but by way of restitution
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to put them on a basis of equality with
industry. In addition, we have seen rail-
roads, newspapers, other means of trans-
portation, of both persons and property,
and mail subsidized. We have seen com-
modities of nearly all kinds, including
some of the farmers’ products, subsidized
for years and years, and nobody raised
much of a howl. So much for sub-
sidies at the present moment.

I want to make it clear that the pres-
ent program is entirely unsatisfactory,
and the use of subsidies thus far has not
been productive of any particular bene-
fit to any person other than the proc-
essors. This Congress by the act of
October 2, 1942, not only empowered the
President of the United States to fix all
prices, wages, and salaries and items
that go into the cost of living on the basis
of prices existing on September 15, 1942,
but directed him so to do, giving him
discretion in correcting gross inequities,
and so forth. Congress did its part.

If prices have gone beyend those prices
of the dates mentioned in the act, the
fault lies with the administration of the
act and not with the Congress. The
President should have pegged the prices
right then as he was directed to do by
the Congress. The Congress cannot ad-
minister its acts. If we are to believe
the economists of the two leading labor
unions, it would appear that the cost of
living has gone up an additional 7 per-
cent, beyond the 15 percent under the
so-called Little Steel formula, since the
passage of the act. Canada in 1941
fixed prices, wages, and so forth, and
supplemented that program with a re-
stricted use of subsidies and it is claimed
that living costs have advanced only 3
percent.

In the over-all picture we must not
lose sight of 15,000,000 unorganized
workers in America who are now very
near the end of their economic rope.
Their living costs and taxes have gone
up, but their incomes are what they were
before the war. We must keep an eye to
their interest as well as to the interest of
the farmer, stockman, and union laborer.
If this group of people are benefited by
the subsidy program, it is worthy of
serious thought before scrapping this
program in its entirety.

I find plenty of fault with the subsidy
program so far as the producer is con-
cerned. He is not benefited by it. We
can take for instance the cattleman and
sheepman—TI have first-hand knowledge
of the fact that, this fall, through ma-
nipulations of the packers, the packers
were able to push down the price of sheep
from 4 to 5 cents per pound—getting
the carcass almost for nothing, in this
way, the packer is paid a subsidy of 95
cents per 100 pounds ($1.10 in the case
of heef, and $1.30 in the case of pork).
This subsidy was supposed to take care
of the roll-back in prices under the act
of October 2, 1942, On top of that the
packer was paid, although I am informed
that this practice has stopped, from $2
to $4 by the Government for each sheep
pelt. These pelts were being used for avi-
ator's vests. I understand from five to
seven million pelts were bought for that
purpose, but, in any evenf, the packer
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gets the wool from the sheep in addition
to the subsidies as well as the coffal of
the sheep for fertilizer purposes. You
will see from these figures that a sheep
weighing around 110 to 112 pounds as
it goes to the packer and for which he
pays 4 or b cents per pound, is almost
clear to the packer with the carcass
nearly all profit. Sixty percent of the
carcass is meat that is sold by the packer
at 16%2 cents per pound. Now that means
the packer is making about $8.48 on that
sheep. The cost of slaughtering and
distribution is estimated—by the pack-
er—at $1.42, so when we come down to
brass tacks, the packer is the boy making
the money. I am informed thal they
are making more money today than ever
before. The subsidy is not working at all
to the benefit of the grower of either
cattle or sheep or to the consumer.

It is interesting for us to know just
what these profits are. The O. P. A, re-
vealed last week, after a careful study,
that the profits of the packers had
jumped to over four times the average of
3 pre-war years, 1936-39. This study,
which covered 53 companies handling 85
percent of the Nation’s meat production,
showed the aggregate profits of the pack-
ers in peacetime to be $24,971,000 a year,
but that now this figure has jumped to
$108,613,000 for 1942. The top group,
which does 70 percent of the total busi-
ness, rolled up 336 percent more profits,
from $23,476,000 to $102,322,000. The
medium firms rose even more, by 638
percent, from $717,000 to $5,293,000.

These huge profits are coming out of
the hides of the producers as well as from
the consumers, and the producer, being a
consumer also, gets hit twice. I always
contended the liquor dealers and the
saloon men, owing to the roughshod
‘manner in which they carried on their
business, were the cause of prohibition.
You will also remember the policy of rail-
roads that “the public be damned”’—
until Government ownership loomed.
Then they commenced to realize that the
public was not impotent to act. Let the
packers beware and stop, look, and listen
before they proceed during this wartime
to rob both the consumer and the pro-
ducer through their monopolistic prac-
tices. Let us not be too harsh in our
criticisms of men going into the bowels
of the earth and of those engaged in other
industries for their daily wage, when they
see these exorbitant profits that are being
made and as a result feel they should get
something additional.

The use of subsidies will never be
passed on to the producers or the con-
sumers by the packers under the present
system, They are simply adding to the
huge profits of the processors, I have
contended on the floor of this House ever
since we were threatened with war that
the best way to maintain and increase
production was by guaranteeing at least
cost of production, and the only means by
which that can be accomplished is by
placing a floor under the prices which
may be paid for the live animals, and if
we are to use subsidies they can only be
passed to the producers in that way. The
placing of a floor under ihe price of live
animals is absolutely necessary regard-
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less of whether or not subsidies are paid
to the packer. The ceiling is not the an-
swer to increased production. Ceilings
guarantee nothing.

Livestock men must have more assur-
ance of what they are to receive for their
product. Otherwise production is going
to lag. The wage earner knows what he
is going to get when hesgoes to work.
The industrialists know what they are
going to receive when they build a ship,
and so forth, but the farmer and stock-
man do not know today whether or not
they are going to be paid a reasonable
price for their product when it is raised
and sold. They are taking the chance,
and they are the ones who are producing
the food for the Army and Navy, the ci-
vilian population of this country, and our
allies. You cannot throw them out of
the door. Food is vital in winning this
war.,

Here let me also say that I think the
policy of the O, P. A, in figuring the
point values on beef as high as they
have is no less than asinine—in fact,
that might be said of the points for all
meat. I was glad to see a recognition
of this fact by the Office of Price Ad-
ministration as reported in this morn-
ing’s papers that, effective at midnight,
a reduction of two points per pound in
the ration cost of all pork cuts was to
occur. We have the largest cattle pop-
ulation in the United States we have ever
had. People want those points lowered
consistent with the needs of the Army,
Navy, and lease-lend requirements.
There is beef everywhere but it cannot
be used. The miners, loggers, and other
workers of my State who perform heavy,
back-breaking work have repeatedly told
us that they will have to have more meat
to keep up their strength and in turn
keep up production.

Prices for farm products and livestock
products have been so uncertain that I
am afraid we will have a shrinkage in
beef products in the coming year. In
years gone by we in Montana would have
feeder lamb buyers and calf buyers come
to our ranches to buy our lambs and
calves. None came this year to speak of,
Why? Because we had no program to
insure feeders against actual losses,
much less paying them for their time
and feed. The result is that there will
be a shortage of fed lambs and fed year-
ling catfle this coming year. I do not
need to tell you that a calf may be
brought to weighing 700 or 800 pounds
in a short time by proper feeding—pro-
ducing the choicest and most beef in the
shortest of time. The Government must
wake up to the fact that we have got
to promulgate a program that is going
to at least insure our producers and
feeders their cost of production. Up to
date we have not done this.

We talk a lot about inflation. The
present price of wheat is only $1.59 per
bushel in.Chicago, the present price of
corn is 90 cents, and potatoes were sold
in my State for $1.50 to $2 a hundred,
scarcely the cost of the production.
Where is the inflation? The inflation
occurs after it leaves the farmer and pro-
ducer. One of the best answers to infla-
tion is increased production. The more
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there is of a commodity, the less it is apt
to sell for, We can increase production
if we guarantee 2 man he is not going to
lose his shirt in the process, and we are
not going to have increased production
until we do that. Increased production
is also a fairly good answer to the rising
cost of living; it will lower the price.
It is production that we must have. So,
getting back, if we are going to use sub-
sidies, let us use a floor price and use
subsidies to supplement the fioor price.
Now the Congress has done its part. It
gave the President full power, and not
only that, but directed him to fix these
prices. What more could the Congress
do?

In conclusion, let us all, Democrats and
Republicans, and all others, throw poli-
ties and political schemes out of the win-
dow and think only of the boys who are
dying, maimed in mind and body and
blinded and destroyed in mind by the
thousands on the 55 battle fronts of the
world, and of the winning of this war,
It is not won yet by long odds. It is go-
ing to take work., It is going to take
unity. It is going to take sacrifices. It
is discouraging to me to see these political
contentions which certainly are furnish-
ing fuel for our enemies. If mistakes
have been made, in the failure to fix
prices, wages, and so forth, and if sub-
sidies have to be used to correct those
mistakes, if they will enable us to win
the war more quickly and bring our boys
back home, let us use them or use any
means that will accomplish that end.

Mr, CASE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, O'CONNOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE. The gentleman is making
a very fine statement, especially on the
sheep situation. This morning I re-
ceived an official Department of Agri-
culture report on the lamb-feed situation
in my district. As a result of the con-
fused policy that has been followed in
respect to feeding livestock, the feeder
lambs are less than 50 percent of normal.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes, the gentleman
is right. %

As I have said you can pay all the
subsidies you want to, but they never go
into the hands of the man who produces.
You have to get them into the hands of
the man who produces if you want in-
creased production, and increased pro-
duction is a good answer to inflation.
Put three suits of clothes where there
is only one, three bushels of wheat where
there is only one, three calves or steers
where there is only one, and you increase
the amount to be bid for and the price
comes down. It is a fairly good answer
to the rising cost of living, also.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Is it not also true
that the lack of buyers of calves and the
lack of buyers of lambs goes right back
to the grazing lands in the gentleman’s
State and in Colorado and Utah, and
causes a reduction in the propagation of
sheep on the grazing lands in that area?

9737

Mr. O'CONNOR. Why, of course. I
want to say this to the gentleman. Many
sheepmen have closed out as a result of
just what you say. Many cattlemen are
also liquidating. There is no guaranteed
price for these producers.

Mr. CRAWFORD., And the costs of
herders has advanced 200 and 250 per-
cent?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes; that is another
vital point. I thank the gentleman for
bringing that up. We are paying $125
and $150 a month today for sheep herd-
ers whom we used to pay $50 a month.
We are paying $150 and $165 a month
for an ordinary common fencer whom
we used to get for $50 a month. Then
costs of operation on farms have gone up
easily 200 percent. L

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Montana has expired.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Lyncr].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr, LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, this bill,
H. R. 3477, is one of the most important
measures that has come before the House
since the war clouds first gathered over
the country. Although its greatest im-
pact will be felt on the home front, this
bill ranks in importance with the mili-
tary and naval bills which have passed
this House.

Therefore, I would ask those who are
in favor of this bill in its present form
and without provision for food subsidies
to carefully weigh the disastrous effect
this bill will have both on the home
front and on the fighting fronts, if food
subsidies are excluded from this bill. I
believe that all the Members of this
House are deeply patriotic. I have a
profound conviction that no Member of
this distinguished body would knowingly
prejudice the early and successful ter-
mination of the war, which has already
taken a heavy toll among the youth of
our country and has brought teers and
sorrow to many American firesides. Itis
to that sense of patriotism that I appeal
today in urging you, my colleagues, not
to pass this bill without provision for
food subsidies. )

This is not only a war of men and
arms, guns, ships, and planes. It is an
economic war as well. The President of
the United States, as Commander in
Chief, has ordered our Army and Navy
to advance and strike the enemy, and
today our forces are advancing victo-
riously on all fronts. As Commander in
Chief the President has ordered that
the line of prices be held against infla-
tion, the deadliest enemy on the home
front. Do we at home lack the sacri-
ficial spirit of our armed forces? Will
we follow the orders of the Commander
in Chief to hold the line against infla-
tion, or shall greed for profit break the
home front, while tanks and guns and
bombers could not break the fighting
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front. Pass this bill in its present form
and upoen this House will rest the ter-
rible respongibility for the break in the
price line against inflation, which will
come as surely as the British broke the
line at El Alamein or the Russians on
the Dnieper, or our own brave troops are
doing at the moment in Italy, That we,
as Members of the historic House of
Representatives, would do aught to aid
and comfort the enemy abroad is un-
thinkable; that we should do aught to
aid our deadliest enemy at home—infla-
tion—chills me at the very thought.

I have the highest regard for the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Banking and
Currency Committee and for my col-
leagues who are serving under him. I
had the pleasure and good fortune to
have served under him for 2 years on
that committee. I do not question the
motives or the sincerity of those who ap-
proved the majority report of that com-
mittee, but I could not let this oppor-
tunity pass without paying a tribute to
the courage, forthrightness, and genuine
statesmanship of our colleagues who
signed the minority report.

An analysis of controversial section 3
makes it clear that the effect of this bill
will be to help the farmer and bleed the
consumer. It continues the power of
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
support farm prices, which is for the
benefit of thé farmer, but it abolishes
the power of the corporation to use any
of its funds for making any subsidy or
other payment or to absorb losses on any
agricultural commodity or commodity
processed or manufactured therefrom,
for the purpose of reducing, maintaining
or in lieu of increasing maximum prices,
which, of course, would be an aid to the
consumer. All aid to the farmer—no
aid to the consumer. Guarantee the
farmer against loss, but no protection
for the consumer against higher prices.
It may be said that the O. P. A, will pro-
tect the consumer. If this bill passes in
its present form it will mark the begin-
ning of the end of O. P. A., and make no
mistake. Without subsidies and with-
out the funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to absorb losses incurred in
reducing, maintaining, or in lieu of in-
creasing maximum prices, the O. P. A.
will soon become a thing of the past and
the consumer public will be left to the
ravages of the wolves,

To the agricultural bloc it seems per-
fectly .fair and just that the farmer
should receive all the protection and the
consumer none. Thank God we have
a President of all the United States, and
not a President of just the agricultural
States—a man who has the vision to see
the difficulties of all the people, not only
the difficulties of some of the people, and
a man to whom, no matter how this Con-
gress acts, the consumer public can still
look with confidence, knowing he will see
that they, and all other segments of our
population, will not be taken advantage
of in these times of war,

I call your attention to the fact that
there are millions of people in this coun=
try who, being in the white-collar class,
have not benefited in the wage scale even
to the limited extent of the Little Steel
formula. I cite for you as examples
the school teachers, policemen, firemen,
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- riots? And of what benefit will it be to

and other employees of the States, cities,
and municipalities. The report submit-
ted by a minority of the committee truly
states the undeniable fact that there are
33,600,000 of our people, many with sons
and hushands in the service, who are to-
day less able to meet their ordinary liv-
ing expenses than they were 4 years ago.
Pass the bill in its present form and the
total food index will rise 7.294 percent,
Can the consumer stand that increase
with wages frozen? May I urge those
who are in favor of this bill to “Stop!
Look! and Listen!” You are heading this
country to disaster, for if ever this bill
becomes law, labor will demand wage in-
creases to meet the higher cost of living
that will be imposed upon it, and the vi-
cious spiral of inflation of higher prices
will be followed by ever-increasing de-
mands for higher wages.

It has been said that as a result of the
settlement of the miners’ wage centro-
versy wages in general will rise. The
miners represent only a small percent of
the wage earners of the country. The
wages of the balance of the workers, or-
ganized and unorganized, have bheen
frozen, and in some instances unmerci-
fully frozen. ¥Yet the great wage-earn-
ing class has unselfishly accepted the
burden that has been placed upon them
as part of their patriotic duty and as a
contribution to the great objective—an
early and triumphant peace. I doubt
whether they can be reasonably expected
to continue their sacrifices when the
agricultural bloe of this House tells them
that the sacrifices of their sons and hus-
bands are not enough, that their chil-
dren must now go without milk, bread,
and foodstuffs, so that the farmers of
the country, who are receiving the high-
est prices in 20 years, may squeeze out
the last cent of profit from the consum-
ing public. They cannot reasonably be
expected to sit quietly by and continue
the sacrifices they have been making
with the price of milk increasing under
this bill a cent a quart, pork chops 4.6
cents per pound, butter 9.9 cents per
pound, cheese 7.8 cents per pound, round-
steak 5.2 cents per pound, and so on
down the long line of foodstuffs.

The farmers of this country rightly ex-
pect the Government to keep its pledge
to support the floor under hogs at $13.75
per hundredweight. Labor, with no less
justification, expects the Government to
keep its pledge to maintain farm com-
modity prices at the September 15, 1942,
level, Are we Members of the Congress
going to tell the farmers of the country,
by the passage of this bill, that we will
keep the pledge that was made to them,
and at the same time tell the consumer
public that we will not keep the pledge
that was made to them?

My colleagues, I give you this solemn
warning which I trust will be heeded.
The ten and one-half million people in
New York City cannot continue at their
present wage schedules if prices are not
reduced. Their rents have increased,
their food prices have risen, but in large
part their wages and salaries are static
and in addition the Government is with-
holding 20 percent of their wages and
salaries, less their income-tax deduc-
tions. Are we so blind that we cannot
see we are heading for strikes and food
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the farmer? His dollar will be as infla-
tionary as the dollar of the city resident.
Inflation is not the enemy of the city
resident alone—it is the enemy of the
whole country. )

A few days ago we increased the allot-
ments to the dependents of men in the
service and likewise increased the pen-
slons of veterans of World War No. 1.
Now this bill comes along, supported by
the agricultural lobby, and the corpora-
tion farmers and if passed in its present
form, the condition of the veteran and
the serviceman's family will be worse
than it was before. The increase in
allotments and pensions will be an empty
hypocritical gesture. Do not try to fool
the soldier, sailor, and marine who is
serving his country today.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PoaGel,

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to insert certain ta-
bles at the appropriate points.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection
it is so ordered.

Mr. POAGE. On yesterday afternoon,
my distinguished colleague the gentle-
man from the First District of Texas,
who is leading the fight to have Gov-
ernment relieve each of us of a part of
our present grocery bill and to require
our returning soldiers to ultimately pay
this bill for us together with interest
and handling charges, challenged the
Members of this House to tell us how
we can keep down the cost of living and
encourage production without the use of
subsidies.

Mr. PATMAN. Without increasing
prices, that is. - i

Mr., POAGE. What?

Mr. PATMAN. Without increasing
prices,

Mr. POAGE. I said, “Keep down the
cost of living.” That would mean with-
out an inflationary increase in prices.
As a matter of fact the gentleman said:

I chauenge any Member of this body to
get up, and I will yleld to him, who will of-
fer any plan—

But when a number of us rose, he re-
fused to yield. I do not know whether
he wants that question answered or not,
but since the whole philosophy of the
subsidy people rests on this assumption
that this cowardly and selfish policy of
requiring our soldiers to do both the
fighting and the paying in this war is
necessary, I want to answer the question.

In the first place, how will we encour-
age production? By assuring the farm-
er that he will receive parity for his
products—the kind of parity that the
President of the United States described
in his message to Congress on September
7, 1942 when he said:

Parity is a falr relationship between the
prices of the things farmers sell and the
things they buy. Caleculations of*parity must
include all costs of production, including the
cost of labor. As a result, parity prices may
shift every time wage rates shift.

That is what the President told the
Congress, the farmers, and the Nation
in order to get us to lower the figure
at which ceiling prices could be placed
on agricultural products. Relyving on
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the justice of this statement, farmers and
farm representatives agreed to allow ceil-
ings on farm products to be reduced from
110 percent of parity to parity or the
highest obtained price between January
1, and September 15, 1942. This, my
friends, is the famous “line” of Sep-
tember 15, 1942, to which the subsidy ad-
vocates so often refer. All I ask is that
you hold that line, but the advecates of
subsidy are not willing to carry out the
agreement written into law on October 2,
1942. They do not simply want to hold
the line. They want to roll it back.
That line fixes the price of wheat at
$1.47 per bushel on the farm. Wheat has
been going up rapidly, but the latest
figures of the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics show that it is approximately
17 cents below that line—yel we are told
today that the Government is going to
subsidize flour—subsidize flour when
wheat is less than one-half of the price
it reached in the First World War. The
September 1942 line fixes the minimum
cefing on medium beef cattle at $13.38
per hundredweight. On November 9,
1943, the average price of such animals
was $12.14—$1.24 below the line. Hogs
are substantially below the line. Cotton
is almost 2 cents per pound bhelow the
Jine. Are these facts in keeping with the
claims of the proponents of subsidies who
say they only want to hold the line?

Farmers are just as pafriotic as any
groun. ‘They ask no special privileges,
but they do appreciate a square deal.
Give them that square deal and they will
preduce. It is most interesting to find
that almost every man in the House who
opposed the Pace bill to require the De-
partment of Agriculture to include in its
calculation of parity the cost of labor are
today supporting subsidies. This House
has passed, but the administration has
opposed and has refused to carry out,
the plain statement in the President’s
message that “calculations of parity must
include all costs of production, inciud-
ing labor costs.” Wiy not quit chisel-
ing the farmers? That might help pro-
duction.

Why not quit blaming the farmer for
starting the spiral of inflation when the
spiral has already been pushed far above
his reach by other hands? Why not tell
the truth, that the Government has by
its surrender to organized groups almost
at the point of a gun already approved
the very shifts that the President said
must result in a shift of parity? Why
not face the facts? Why continue to say
that if farm prices go up wagas must go
up? Wages have already gone up. Why
try to ignore the coal-mine settlement?
Why try to say that it is not inflationary?
Why try to say that the other wage in-
creases that are about to follow are not
inflationary? Why not be fair with the
farmer? He would appreciate it. Oh,
yes, my friends, the line has been broken
all too often, but not by the farmer. So
I answer the part of the question about
getting production by saying: Give the
farmer what we promised him. Give
him the price fixed as the ceiling by the
1942 line,

The answer .to the first part of the
auestion is similar. The gentleman wants
to know how we can keep down the
cost of living without subsidies. I refer
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the gentleman to his own O. P. A. Let
this agency, which the gentleman has
so often praised, simply apply the ceil-
ing prices that it is authorized to apply.
Let it apply these ceilings to all alike.
Let the other agencies of Government
exercise a little backbone while dealing
with Mr, John L. Lewis. Let the people
who have the duty and the power to en-
force ceilings enforce them at the levels
fixed by law rather than trying to effect
all roll-backs at the expense of the
farmer. Let them concentrate their ef-
forts on the really important necessities
of life-and let luxuries go up. Why
bother with the price of mushrooms?
Let people pay any price they will for
these items. The more they spend this
way the less pressure there will be on the
price of necessities. In short, let every
Government agency follow the law. The
act of October 2, 1942, pointed out the
way to hold the line. Let us follow it.

Of course, it would help in our fight
against inflation if we would meet the
tax issue squarely and collect a much
larger part of the cost of this war in
current taxes from those who are now
making the money. Why not an excess~
profits tax all the way down the line on
individuals? This is the only way we
will ever remove the great accumulation
of inflationary buying power now in the
hands of those who are receiving the un-
reasonable wages of the shipyards and
the airplane factories—all paid by the
Government—and at the same time not
work an injustice on those who have had
no increase in salary, I favor such a
forthright tax policy, but I do not believe
that we should allow our failure to meet
the tax issue squarely to serve as an
excuse for us to avoid our plain duty to
pay for our groceries as we eat them.,

As a Nation, we are in a better position
to pay for the food we eat today than
ever before. Expenditures for food in
relation to consumer’s income are lower
today than they were before the war. In
July 1943 only 20 percent of the average
consumer’s income was required to pur-
chase food, compared with 21 to 22 per-
cent in the pre-war years and 25 percent
during the depression of 1932-33. If
consumers were now buying the same
quantity of food as they did during the
pre-war years of 1935-39, their expendi-
tures for food would amount to only 16
percent of their incomes.

The data in the following table take
into account the fact that many con-
sumers are buying more and better qual-
ity foods, eating at restaurants more
frequently, and the like, than they did
when their incomes were lower:

Ezpenditures of consumers for food ez-
pressed as a percent of total income,
1929-43

Year and food expenditures as a percent of
total income:

y i1 R SR RS e e e R T 23
1980 -~ 24
1631 = e es
FAL L e B S AT e U 25
I e e e e S AT 25
1984 . c - — 24
1936.- .- e i i il 23
1856 21

21

22

21
1940 e — 21
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Year and food expenditures as a percent of
total income—Continued.

1941, el 20
14 L B R 21
1943 % e 20

1 Data for July 1943.
Source: U. 8. Department of Agricuiture,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, The Mar-

keting and Transportation Situation, August
1843, p. 12; May-June 1943, p. 3.

Food in terms of consumer incomes
and pre-war consumption habits is
cheaper today than any time in the last
30 years. If consumers purchased the
same quantities of food today as they
did during 1935-39, only 16 percent of
their income would be required for food
expenditures, compared with 20 percent
in 1939, 25 percent in 1933, and 33 per-
cent in 1919. Actually, higher incomes
have resulted in many consumers buying
more and better food, eating more meals
at restaurants and the like, than in pre-
war years; consequently, consumers are
now spending around 20 percent of their
income for food.

The data in the following table is based
upon the assumption that consumers
had not changed their buying habits
and were purchasing the same quantities
of food as they did during the pre-war
period of 1935-32:

Percent of total consumer income required .

to purchase the same quantity of food as
consumed in the pre-war period of 1935 to
1939

Year and percent cost of fixed quantities of
food is of total income:

iData for July 1943,

Source: U. 8. Department of Agriculture,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, The Mar-
keting and Transportation Situation, August
1943, p. 12; May-June 1943, p. 3.

Following this thought a little further,
we find:

The average weekly earnings of in-
dustrial workers increased $1549 be-
tween January 1941 and July 1943. Dur-
ing this same period a very liberal esti-
mate placed the increase in the weekly
focd expenditure for a family of four at

 $6.24, Assuming that there is only one
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wage earner in a family of four, the in-
crease in earnings has been much greater
than the increase in food expenditures,
If the worker purchased the same quan-
tity of food as in the pre-war years, food
costs for a family of four would have ad-
vanced $3.84 per week, compared with
an increase of $15.49 in weekly earnings.
Part of the increase in food costs has
been due to many families purchasing

more and better-quality food than when

incomes were lower.

Increase in average weekly earnings of indus-
trial workers compared with the increase in
jood cost for a family of 4, January 1841 to
July 1943 (based wupon the assumption that
there is only 1 wage earner in a family of 4)

Estimated food expendi-
tures per week for a
family ol 4 *
Average "
weekly Total Assuming
earnings | amount the same
of indus- | spent for | quantity of
trial {ood, in- food was
workers!| cluding | purchased
meals at | asin the
restaurants| pre-war
and the | years 19356~
like 39
January 1941 £30. 61 $10. 08 $8. 76
Eeptember 194 41.79 13. 68 11. 16
July 1943 C L 46. 10 16, 32 12.60
Increase, January
1641 to July 1943.. 15, 49 .24 3.584

1 Complled by the National Industrial Conference
FRoard and published in the Survey of Current Business.
U. 8. Department of Comimerce.

? Estimated from data published in the Marketing and
Transportation Situation, EBeptember-October 1943,
table 6, p. 21. The figures for January 1941 were esti-
mated on the basis of the data reported for 1940 and 1841,

The food-subsidy program as now be-
ing applied by the Government amounts
to about 11 cents per day for a family of
four persons, or 2%; cents per day per
individual. Butter subsidies of 5 cents
a pound amount to about 65 cents per
year per person. A bread subsidy of 1
cent per loaf would amount to less than
$1 per year per person. The present
consumer-subsidy program amounts to
around $10 per year per person.

Estimated effect of subsidies upon the daily
food costs for a family of 4 persons

Estimated | Effect
annual civil- 'on daily
Prodtiet Amount of sub-|  ian con- food
A sidy per unit! | sumption | cost for
. per capita [afamily
for 1943 ¢ | of four®
Cents
per day
Butler-cceeeae- 5 cents per | 13.0 pounds. 0.71
pound.
Choeso. - oo - 4 cents per | 49 pounds.. o 22
pound.
Al e 1cent per | 180.5 quarts. 1.98
quart,
Meat. . oo 3 cents per | 124.0pounds 4.08
pound.
Bread. -.--....-| 1 cent per loaf.| 92.5loaves.. L01
Sugar_ ... ---|1 cent per | 75.0 pounds. .82
pound.
Vegetables. ... 3.5cents, No. 2| 19.2 No. 2 .74
can. cans.
Potaloes........| 1 cent per | 131.0pounds 1. 44
pound.
Amonnt per |. 11.00
day for a
family of 4,
Amount per 275
day per in-
dividual.

! Based upon or caleulated from information released
by the Office of Economic Stabilization.

1 Based upon data published by the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economies, U, 8. Department of Agriculture.

1 Caleulated by multiplying the amount of the subsidy
by the annual per capita consumption, then multiplying
by 4 and dividing by 365.
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Now let us see just what has happened
to the earnings of industrial workers.
The “hold the line” order was in-
tended to stabilize the cost of living and
wages as of September 15, 1942. Be-
tween September 1942 and August 1943,
the average weekly earnings of factory
workers in manufacturing industries in-
creased 14.9 percent. During this same
period, the cost of living increased 4.6
percent.

Percentage inecrease in average weekly earn-
ings of workers in all manufacturing indus-

tries and in the cost of living since Sept.
19421

Weekly | Cost of
Year and month esrnings | living
1942:

SEPEMDAL . . s v mneonne e 0 0
October_._.. 2.9 1.0
November_. 5.2 1.
6.5 22
7.5 2.5
8.8 2.7
10, 4 4.2
12.4 53
14.0 6.2
4.7 5.9
13.1 5.1
14.9 4.6

I Caleulated from data eompiled by the U, 8. Depart-
ment of Labor, and published in the October 1043 issue
of the Survey of Current Business, United States
Department of Commerce.

The Little Steel formula allowed for
an increase in wages of 15 percent in
order to take care of the rise in the cost
of living between January 1, 1941, and
September 15, 1942, Actually, during
this period the average weekly earnings
of industrial workers increased nearly 37
percent, compared with an increase of
about 17 percent in the cost of living. In
July 1243, weekly earnings of industrial
workers were 51 percent above the Jan-
uary 1941 level, compared with a 23-
percent increase in the cost of living.
Percentage increase in average weekly earn-

ings of industrial workers and in the cost
of living since January 19411

1941 1942 1943
F 1,
Month Weekly (‘:fst Weakly (.(::'st Weekly C!?tst
earn= | o | earn- | o | oearn- | oo
ings ing ings ing | BS | ing
January..... 0 (1} 22.4 1111 42.3 | 19.7
February.... 2610 2.6 [12.0 43.3 | 20.0
3.9 1|04 24.6 13. 4 44.7 | 21.8
42| L4 26.4 14.2 47.1 [ 3.1
82|21 27.4 |15.1 0.0 | 24.1
1.9 | 3.8 20.1 {15.6 §0.8 | 23.8
10,1 | 4.5 40.0 116. 1 060.6 | 22.8
August_._... 11.4 | 5.4 3.5 . 6 2
September...| 147 |7.2 36. 5
October._ ... 16.5 | 8 4 375
November... 16.8 | 9.3 48. 8
December...| 17.9 | 9.6 40. 4

1 Caleulated from data compiled by the Industrial
Conference Board, and published in the Survey of Cur-
rent Business, U, 8. Department of Commerce.,

In August 1943, the wage income per
employed industrial worker was nearly
91 percent above the pre-war (1935-39)
average. The cost of living was about 23
percent higher, making an increase in
real wages of 55 percent.

NOVEMBER 19

Comparison of the real wages of industrial
workers with the pre-war average

|1035-39=100]
Wage in-
come per
Year and month employed [;ﬁ,sél“f ].‘eaés
industrial B |9
worker
1035-39 AVerage. - -.. ... 100. 0 100. 0 100.0
1941 January.......... 118. 7 100. 8 117.8
1942:
RENTIT 145, 6 112.0 130.0
September___ ... 167.3 117.8 142.0
1943:
JanuArY .- - oooiaaa 173. 4 120.7 43.7
February. - 77.2 121.0 146. 4
March._. 181.1 122.8 147. 6
April. 184.1 124.1 148. 3
May. 156, 2 1261 145, 8
June_ 185. 5 124.8 148.6
July.. 186. 8 123.8 150.9
Augus 190. 8 123.2 154.9

! Preliminary.

Data compiled by the Bureau of Agrienltural Econom-
ies. Cost-of-living index compiled by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. “Heal wages' is wage inecome divided

by the cost of living and represents the purchasing power
of wages,

At the present time, farm income is
197 percent of what it was during the
I_Jase period. Industrial workers’ weekly
income is 457 percent of what it was
during the same period. Does it seem
fair to reduce farmers’ prices in order
to aid industrial workers? Possibly
those of you who say that this subsidy
is not intended for the benefit of indus-
trial workers did not read the letter you
received this morning from President
Philip Murray, of the C. I. O,

The leader of the subsidy forces has
repeatedly referred to the subsidy which
was paid to certain marginal copper
mines. He says it saved the Nation con-
siderable money. I think it did. But
the people who are now supporting gen-
eral food subsidies have never told you
that the copper program has not the
slightest resemblance to the food pro-
gram. What happened in connection
with copper was simply this. There are
certain mines where copper could be
produced in small quantities at a high
cost. These mines were not being worked
and could not be worked at the estab-
lished price of copper. The Government
agreed that it would pay more for the
copper produced by these mines than it
would for the copper coming from the
mines that were already operating at a
profit at existing prices. This enabled
the high cost mines to produce, and the
Nation got some exira copper that way.
As to food, what is now proposed is that
all shall be subsidized alike. The low-
cost producers will be paid the same as
the high-cost producers. The very es-
sence of the copper program, its selec-
tivity, will be thrown away. More than
that, most of these food subsidies are
to be paid not to the producer, but to the
processor, which impels me to ask if any
Member of this House knows the name
and address of one single catileman who
was helped by the roll-back subsidy on
heef cattle last June? If such there be,
I want to get in touch with him. I had
some cows and calves, and I lost, not
gained, about 3 cents per pound as a
result of that subsidy. Thousands of
others had the same experience. I do
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not believe that that subsidy is going to
encourage many stockmen or farmers to
increase production next year.

And what did the consumer get from
this subsidy? My distinguished col-
league from the First District of Texas
has stated on numerous occasions that
the consumer saved from $5 to $30 for
each dollar spent on subsidies. I have,
however, yet to hear him explain just
how this saving is to be calculated. My
wife reports that she was unable to
notice any reduction at all in the retail
price of beef as a result of the roll-back
subsidy, but I have consulted the Bureau
of Agricultural Economiecs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. They could hardly
be accused of being prejudiced against
subsidies, but they tell me that their fig-
ures show that the consumer gets a re-
duction of 8.9 percent as a result of a
10-percent subsidy. This would indicate
that the Naticn lost 11 cents out of each
dollar spent on subsidies as it was spent
and that no man knows how much inter-
est and administrative expense will be
incurred before that dollar is repaid by
taxes levied on some future generation
at some distant date.

Of course, T recognize that in spite of
the great inecrease in the national in-
come, in spite of the great increase in
the average income of the average
worker, there are many people whose
incomes are fixed, people who have had
no increase at all. If we are to use
the subsidy principle at all, why not take
the best paris of the plan that the gen-
tleman from Texas described in regard
to copper? Why not -use a selective
system? Why not help those who need
help—those who have not had an in-
crease in income? Why not issue food
stamps to that small portion of our
people who have had no increase in
their income and who need an increase
to meet the increased cost of living?
Why do you suppose the advocaies of
these consumers’ subsidies want to sub-
sidize Henry Ford and Alired P. Sloan
in order to reach Widow Smith and Pro-
fessor Jones? Would it not be more rea-
sonable to pay the subsidy only to those
who need it? I think that we should
recognize the difficult position of our
white-collar workers, of our teachers,
preachers, pensioners, and so forth. I
am willing to aid them, but just be-
cause I would be willing to split some
wood to help keep some dear old lady
warm in a box house does not indicate
that I am knowingly going to chop the
winter firewood for a family of able-
bedied men in brick mansions.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield the
genileman 1 additional minute.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman
but I do not want 1 but I would appreciate
2 additional minutes, It is evident that
my colleague from Texas is going to take
1 minute to ask me a question. I will

need 1 minute at least to answer him.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

, since the days of ancient Rome.
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Mr. PATMAN. I said that no Member
could suggest a plan that would increase
production and not increase the cost of
living, without subsidies. Now, if the
gentleman has a plan he will be the first
one who has accepted the challenge and
I hope he will explain what the plan is.

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman evidently
did not listen to me in the first place, I
pointed out that if the gentleman would
carry out the law as it is now written,
let the farmer get what the law says he
can get for his products, he can get pro-
duction. I would suggest further that if
the gentleman wants to keep prices to
consumers lower, that he might estab-
lish, and I will vote for it, an excess in-
come tax, touching all groups, clear down
to the bottom, so as to siphon off the ex-
cess purchasing power in the hands of the
people. Iwould suggest to the gentleman
that if the O. P. A., which he has sup-
ported so many times, will but follow the
law that gave it the power to establish
ceiling prices at parity or at the highest
attained prices, he can hold the line, if it
is only the line he is interested in holding.
But if he wants to roll back prices, of
course, that is a different matter. If that
is what he wants to do he has got to
charge that off to future generations.
We cannot roll back present prices with-
out piling up a tremendous debt. That
will involve charging the boys who are
overseas fighting today for the groceries
we are now eating. The advocates of
consumer subsidies would make those
boys fight the war and pay for the war
too. If the gentleman wants to maintain
prices where the law fixed them in 1942,
he can do it by applying the law as it is
written.

Mr, PATMAN.. I am still anxious fo
know the plan,
Mr. FOAGE. I have given you the

plan. In plain language, follow the law.
There is no need to complicate it. My
friends, food subsidies have been tried
Their
only lasting result has been the destruc-
tion of economic and political institu-
tions. It is easy to inaugurate but very
difficult to abandon a subsidy. Any
demagogue can promise a gullible public
and a job-hungry bureaucracy that it
will in some mysterious way relieve con-
sumers of a part or even all of the cost
of living. Once fastened on the coun-
try, no political party will have the nerve
or the power to remove it. It is worse
than the drug habit. It passes today’s
costs on to our returning soldiers. I
think those of us who stay home should
at least pay our own grocery bill. It
will cost less to pay now. To postpone
the payment will involve not only ex-
orbitant administrative expense but
also billions of dollars in interest. Gen-
eral subsidies themselves are certainly
no less inflationary than wage increases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poace] has
again expired.

Mr. BUFFETT., Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
the remarks I made earlier today.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.
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Mr, BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Batpwin].

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, it is with a great deal of re-
luctance that I enfer this discussion of
the Commodity Credit Corporation bill
this afternoon. I am the last one in this
Congress to stand here and advocate any-
thing that would bring about inflation
or disturb any stabilization program of
our Nation. I have a great stake in this
war, as most of you Members of Con-
gress have, We have more than our own
political futures at stake in this decision
we are making, I would be very re-
luctant to vote for this bill if there was
any other way of stabilizing prices and
controlling inflation, but when the Con-
gress created the O. P. A. it gave to that
agency all the power in the world to
stabilize prices at a fair and equitable
level.

It is only because they have not es-
tablished those prices at fair and equi-
table levels and handled it in an efficient
manner that they come here today and
ask the Congress to give a subsidy to
cover up the mistakes they havemade. I
say that advisedly. In answer to my
good friend the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PatMan] when he asks someone to
give him a formula to eliminate subsidies
without raising prices, I cannot give him
a direct formula, but certainly he was in
the committee hearings and there were
enough illustrations brought out at those
hearings to prove to me, and certainly to
him, that had the O. P. A. handled price
regulations with a sense of efficiency or
with any practical knowledge of the
problems they were handling, a great
many of the requests for subsidies today
would not have been made.

Mr. HARE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for an observation?

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. I yield.

Mr. HARE. I think the gentleman
has voiced the sentiment of a great many
Members when he intimates that one of
the reasons these subsidies are so dis-
tasteful is because of the operation of
O. P. A. I hold in my hand a market
bulletin from my State, South Carolina,
in which a farmer advertises 400 bush-
els of sweetpotatoes for sale at §1 per
bushel, showing that he has no local
market in which to dispose of his po=-
tatoes or else he would not be advertis-
ing them for sale. On my way to the
office this morning I stopped at a gro-
cery store and inquired the price of
sweetpotatoes. The groceryman said,
“Ten cents a pound,” which amounts to
$6 per bushel.

Much has been said in the discus-
sion of this bill about support prices,
but I am unable to see where the sup-
port price for the farmer or the sub-
sidy price for the consumer has been of
any benefit to either because if sup-
port prices were of any benefit this farm-
er would be getting more than a dollar
per bushel for his potatoes and if the
consumer had been protected or bene-
fited in any way he would not be re-
quired to pay $6 a bushel for them. If
this illustration is representative it
forces me to the conclusion that the
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price-control program has failed in its
purpose and is disappointing to both the
producer and the consumer. I do not
know whether the illustration is repre-
sentative or not but I do know this paper
I hold in my hand was issued just 1
week ago by the commissioner of agri-
culture in my State and that sweet-
potatoes are selling for 10 cents per
pound in the District of Columbia today.
A farmer offering to sell 400 bushels of
sweetpotatoes for $400 in South Caro-
lina, yet consumers here, and I assume
elsewhere, are obliged to pay at the rate
of $2,400 for a corresponding amount, a
difference of $2,000. The support-price
subsidy or the consumers subsidy do not
seem to have benefited either. There
seems to be something wrong somewhere
and it does not appear that a subsidy has
1l;:;!een able to correct or improve the situa-
on.

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. The
gentleman is entirely correct. That is
Jjust one of many illustrations.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a statement, not for a speech?

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. I yield.
- Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I may
say that according to labor statistics the
cost-of-living index for potatoes has
advanced 59.4 percent since September
15 of last year.

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. I just
want to give one illustration since the
gentleman from South Carolina used
the sweetpotato example. I wish to
refer to some testimony which came out
before our committee and with which
you are familiar if you read the hearings.
That is the case of canned spinach.
Baltimore is one of the spinach-canning
centers of the country. During the last
spring season when Maryland spinach
was at its height, the O. P, A, set a price
of $1.89 per bushel wholesale on spinach
sold to the market trade. At the same
time they put a ceiling of 48 cenfs on
spinach to the canner. They expected
the canner of spinach to buy it at 48
cents, competing against a market trade
offering of $1.89. The testimony before
our committee was that as a result of
that legislation instead of 1,000,000 cases
of spinach being packed by the Balti-
more canning industry last spring they
packed only 200,000 cases. In other
words there was a loss of 800,000 cases
as a result of which the points on spinach
were raised and the Members know how
hard it is to get canned spinach. These
are some of the illustrations of the way
the administration of the O. P. A, has
been handled and which makes the re-
quest for these subsidies necessary. If
we needed a subsidy to stabilize our war
economy I would be for it. I would not,
as I said a moment ago, do anything to
break up our stabilization program; but
I am not willing to stand here and pro-
vide money to an agency to cover up
their mistakes and inefficiencies and the
lack of knowledge of those handling the
food program of this country. In my
opinion that is the way the O. P, A, has
administered this program.

There are just one or two basic things
I want to talk about for a minute. It

has been charged in quite widespread
manner that this is a bill of the farm
bloe, of the farmers of this country.
Why is this a bill of the farmers of this
country? The farmers are taken care of
under the subsidy program., Why would
it not be much easier for the farmers to
get what they want when we can borrow
that money from the United States
Treasury than by an increase of prices?
Mr. Chairman, the farmers of the coun-
try are conservative people. They are
the people who know how hard it is to
make a dollar. They do not believe in
spending money just to throw it away;
they are not in favor of issuing bonds
to get money to pay the consumer’s food
bill when the consumer can afford to pay
it better today than at any other time in
his life. That is why the farmers of
the country are against food subsidies,
because they are a conservative people
and do not believe in that kind of polit-
ical philosophy.

Mr,. SADOWSKI. They are for a pro-
ducer subsidy, however.

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. There
is a sound basis for producer subsidy in
the case of essential commodities. The
producer subsidy is an incentive subsidy
to get increased production. When the
Government directs farmers to produce
beyond the reasonable limits they have
a legitimate obligation to those produc-
ers. That is entirely different from the
obligation to pay the food bill of the
consumers at a time when the consum-
ers are better able to pay it than they
ever have been before in the history of
our country.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. T yield.

Mr, POAGE. In connection with this
producers’ subsidy is not the Govern-
ment now paying a producer subsidy to
every laboring man who works in an air-
plane plant or a shipyard or any of those
plants where the Government raised the
wages far beyond the regular level in
order to get the workers in there? Is
not that a producer subsidy?

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. Yes; and
they are paying a subsidy on housing, too.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maryland has exXpired,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 additional minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. We have
heard a lot of complaints about dairy-
men and the cost of the production of
milk., If you will read the hearings be-
fore our committee a little further, you
will find that the fixing of prices on feed
by the O. P. A. has had a great deal to do
with the request of the dairymen for a
milk subsidy or an increased price.
Every Member of this House who is fa-
miliar with the dairy industry knows
that the dairy farmer produces his
roughage and produces his basic grain
to make up his feed mixture for his cat-
tle; but when O. P. A. comes in and sets
a price on dairy feed that prevents a
farmer from buying a ton of protein
dairy feed, he then is thrown on the
mercy of the feed dealer,
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The result has been that instead of be-
ing able to buy protein feeds to mix with
his own home-grown feeds and making
a cheap, efficient, highly desirable dairy
feed, he has had to go to the feed dealer
and buy a mixed feed at about 50 percent
of an increased cost over what the basic
ingredients of those three feeds sell for
individually, Any feed dealer in the
country is protected with a ceiling price
by O, P. A. on his protein feed, yet he can
mix the three or four together and
charge 50 percent more without anything
happening to him. They then ask the
Congress to appropriate a subsidy to
cover up that kind of handling of the
dairy feed question.

Mr. Chairman, there are so many
phases to the way the O. P. A, has
handled this food question that could be
gone into that I could take much more
time than I have to go into them this
afternoon. On the radio the other night,
and I think I should say this in fairness,
our distinguished colleague from Texas
said that this was a political bill reported
out of the committee in a conspiracy
with the Democrats. I am a Democrat,
Mr. Chairman, my people have been
Democrats for years gane by and I am
still a Democrat. Nobody has ap-
proached me with any idea of entering
into a conspiracy to report this or any
other bill for political reasons. And I
may say further that whatever stand I
take on legislation in this House will be
based on my honest, sincere, and con-
sidered judgment on the particular sub-
ject, I am in favor of this bill whether
all the Democrats are for it or none of
them are for it but myself, :

Mr. CRAWFORD., Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, BALDWIN of Maryland, I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman
will remember that while the hearings
were conducted, I interrogated Mr.
Hutchins, of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, with respect to proteins in the
form of cottonseed cake and meal. May
I say that within the last 10 days I have
direet information, by letter, from
ranchers in the Southwest that they are
paying open and above board a black
market premium running from $10 to
$17 per ton on cottonseed cake produced
in central Texas. I think our friend,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN &
should bear facts like that in mind be-
cause they so closely relate to his district
and that great State.

Mr. BALDWIN of Maryland. I thank
the gentleman,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, last week
a great number of livestock feeders and
representatives of livestock feeders’ or-
ganizations from most every section of
the Nation came to Washington by invi-
tation from the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee. The committee held hearings for
several days, taking testimony from these
men who came directly from their farms
to tell the Congress exactly what they
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thought of the O. P. A, regulations and
subsidies to the meat producers. They
are anxious to produce to the limit for
the war effort, but are now being hin-
dered in their efforts because of the
bungling theorists here in Washington.

It was my great privilege to attend one
of the sessions and to hear among others
a farmer and stock feeder from my own
district, a man who knows his business
from long years of experience and who is
quick to recognize when a monkey
wrench has been thrown into the ma-
chinery. He is Mr. Wayland Hopiey, of
Atlantic, Iowa, who in partnership with
his brother Harry, operates one of the
most successful stock farms in Iowa.
Mr. Hopley is president of the Iowa Beef
Preoducers’ Association and as such he
came here last week and made a most
convineing argument against subsidies
and bureaucratic control of the beef in-
dustry, which he proved by facts and
figures has decreased the production of
beef. .

Here is Mr. Hopley's testimony. It
should convince the O. P, A, that they
should change their course.

I am Wayland Hopley, of Atlantic, Iowa, a
farmer, cattle feeder and breeder, and presi-
dent of the Iowa Beef Producers Association.
My farms are located in southwestern Iowa
and I have been engaged in the livestock busi-
ness all my lifetime. On our combined farm
we will feed out annually about 3,000 cattle,
as well as lambs. and hogs.. At the present
time, my mind is in such a state of chaocs and
confusion that I am afraid to go into our
normal and annual beef production. As a
result, we have in our yards today and in our
pastures and stock flelds about 650 head of
cattle. This is merely the picture of my feed
yards as they exist today; which is also typi-

- cal of the majority of my farmer friends and
neighbors who are engaged in. the same in-
dustry. I have taken occasion to make a
survey of the cattle feeders here assembled,
for whom I am privileged to speak, and I find
this is ¢ true picture as it applies to their
respective territories. To more emphatically
illustrate the point as to what Is happening
to the cattle-feeding Industry in the State
of TIowa, I wish to present the figures obtained
from the secretary of agriculture’s office in
the State of Iowa relative to the shipments
of feeder cattle coming into the State of
Iowa for the months of August, September,
October, and the first few days of November,
for the year 1942, as against the year 1943.
To date, our shipments of feeder cattle have
been 579,137 against 710,247 for 1842, which
would show a reduction of feeder cattle for
those months of 131,110. The period of 1942
was considerably less than the period of 1941.

I quote from the United States Department
of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics:

“Shipments of stocker and feeder cattle into
the Corn Belt States in October were smaller
this year than last and the second smallest
for the month in 6 years. The decrease from
October last year was largely in the direct
movement. Records for 8 Corn Belt States
show that while the total in shipments in
October this year were 32,000 head below last
year, the number coming in from public
stockyards was about 10,000 head larger.

“For the 4 months, July through October,
the movement of stockers and feeders into
the Corn Belt was also the second smallest
in 5 years. The total into the 11 Corn Belt
States this year, inspected through public
stockyards, was 9 percent below last year but
larzer than in 1841, The total into B States,
both from markets and direct, of 1,170,000
head wnas about 107,000 head, or about 8
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percent below last year, but was about 60,000
hiead larger than in 1941,

“Reports from States outside the Corn
Belt are that cattle-feeding operations in
nearly all of these States will be below last
year, and the smallest in the last 5 years at
least. Because of the reduced production
of sugar-beet feeds, and the smaller number
of. sugar factories operating this season, the
total number of cattle fed by or at these
factories will be substantially smaller than
last year.

“In October, as in preceding months, the
preference of cattle feeders was for heavier
weights of feeders, and prices of these were
high relative to yearlings or calves. Slaugh-
ter records indicate that a relatively large
number of calves, that in recent years would
have been taken for stockers or for feeding,
went to slaughterers in October.”

The remarks I might make to explain to
you gentlemen my reactions and feelings to
this chaotic econdition we find ourselves in
could be much more easily sald if I were
at home in my feed yards and in the sur-
roundings which would be more adaptable
to my means of expression. It is high time
that Congress recognizes the situation that
is confronting the Nation regarding its feed
supply and the future production of beef.
Unless Congress asserts itself and takes steps
to stop the bureaucratic directives that are
being issued by various bureaus in Wash-
ington to the food producers of this coun-
try, we are headed for a real shortage of
beef. The cattle feeders find themselves in
a state of chaos and confusion and are more
confounded each time a directive comes from
Washington concerning the meat problem.
The markets are now at times completely de-
moralized, and no feeder or farmer wants
to raise or feed cattle, hogs, or lambs when
he, by experience over the past year and a
haif, knows that a group of theorists are more
than likely to put into effect a new regula-
tion that will upset his whole feeding opera-
tion, to say nothing of the financial loss
thereby sustained.

The hesf production is going to depend en=
tirely on the way it is handled in Washing-
ton. If they will allow prices that justify a
profit to the producer, they will get plenty;
if not, the farmers will undoubtedly spend
part time on their farms and in their feed
yards and part time in defense plants and
other jobs, where the compensation is great-
er; as a result, probably small production in
all places. Cellings and subsidies are two
terms that are exceedingly obnoxious to
cattle feeders and farmers. True, we cattle
feeders are opposed to runaway price or in-
flation, but the arbitrary way the ceilings
have been imposed upon us, not having been
consulted, has not met with our approval,
We feel controls and management are quite
necessary, but these controls should be di-
rected at demand and supply—not at price
pegging. We are unalterably opposed to any
and all subsid{es. They propose to give cheap
food and prevent inflation, but we farmers
feel that if the Government spends money
for a subsidy that it must borrow the money,
pay interest, and pay men for administering
these funds, so the same subsidized foods
will, in the long run, cost the consumer more
than they would if they paid a fair price
when they bought it. It has always been
accepted as a fact that Government borrow-
ing was in itself inflationary, so that we feel
subsidies are very much an illusion, or balt
hung out to the consuming public to sup-
posedly cheapen their living costs, which 1t
does not do,

Our regulators or dictators are very slow
to learn anything by the old, tried method
of experience. It seems to us producers that
the whole beef-cattle program has been very
badly handled by the powers in Washington.
They say: “Food will win the war and write
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the peace,” and that it is just as essential to
the war effort as are arms, tanks, airplanes,
or ammunition, but they have one way of
getting food and another for the equipment
of the Army, Navy and Air Force. The cry
goes out to get equipment for the armed
forces at any price—not inflationary—but
when food production is wanted, it must be
cheap or the price low to prevent inflation.

We are proud of the production we are
getting from some of our defense plants. We
farmers have sons in the United States forces
and we want them well-equipped that they
may meet their adversaries on at least an
equal basis, and are for this all-out war effort,
but we also want them well-fed and well-
clothed, and that is our part in the war effort.
We farmers have only one desire, and that is
to produce an abundance of food and fiber,
but the sooner we recognize the limiting fac-
tors about this food production, the better it
will be for all of our economy.

The farmer needs machinery and labor in
order to produce the maximum amount of

food. Unfortunately, we cannot get all the

farm machinery we need. Then, for that rea-
son, we need more labor; but prieces received
for farm products will not justify a farmer
in going into the labor market to expand
his farming business. This last year, when
feed grain was so badly needed, we did not
grow as many acres of corn as we did in 1920
but yielded more corn. We cannot produce
or live on regulations out of Washington, and
until we get agricultural business on com-
parable basis with industry and labor, recog-
nize there is no substitute for price when you
want production, we will not be able to sus-
tain our fizhting forces, civilian population,
and our lend-lease effort as we should.

There is a subsidy on beef today, but is the
American public buying their beef any
cheaper? I checked my local retail market,
both before and after the subsidy program
was macde effective, and found that price
quotations had not been changed, let alone
revised down. This being a fact, the con-
suming public 1s paying the same for its beef
as it was prior to the announced subsidy
program, Therefore, it must not be accom-
plishing its supposed purpose of lowering the
cost of living.

It is reasonable to assume that with a fair
and equitable price, the necessary beef re-
quirements for the armed forces, civilian
population and lease-lend could and would be
produced and might even be increased if the
need were necessary.. If this subsidy program
is carried out to its fullest extent, it is purely
inflationary, and the thing no cattle feeder
wants, The feeders of cattle know that there
will be a shortage of beef as soon as the
present marketing of range cattle Is com-
pleted, but not a shortage of cattle. This is
due to the fact that feeders have not placed
and are not placing their usual quota of cat«
tle on feed because these feeders have been
kept confused and alarmed by constant
threats of additional regulations and restric-
tions, such as live ceilings, Government buy-
ing, allocations and subsidy programs, causing
constant price roll-backs.

Any policies which tend to put the cattle
feeder in such a frame of mind that he is
cutting down our meat production, I believe
would be decidedly unwise from the stand-
point of our Nation’s health. Leaders of our
armed forces have been quick to recognige the
value of meat in the diets of men on our
fighting lines. Army officers tell us that meat
is the No. 1 item in Army needs and,
according to quotations from officers of the
Quartermaster Corps, they say that meat is
eaten every day by the American soldler, and
all Army meals are planned around a meat
dish

The food problem is not so confused that it
could not be solved. Every segment of the
livestock industry has cooperated in working
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out a program known as the meat-manage-
ment program, which I feel if it were allowed
to work, would result in the stabilization of
the industry and the production of ample
meat to supply the armed forces, civilian
population and lease-lend.

I wish to reiterate that I am unalterably
opposed to the subsidy, due to the fact that
we are better prepared to pay for our groceries
as we go along today, with our present high
rate of consumer income, than we ever have
been in the history of our country. I feel
that it is wrong and unjust to increase our
natlonal debt to pay for something which
could easily be paid for at the present time,
80 that our boys who are now on the far-flung
battle lines will not have this increased tax
burden to pay off when they return. I am
opposed to the subsidy, for the fear of what
will happen to our industry after the war is
over, and we will be compelled to go back
to a normal fleld of production.

Caitle feeders do not want inflationary
prices, but we do want a price at the market
place which will get preduction. Abundant
production will keep down consumer prices
and I feel that we have not as yet come any-
where near our peak production if proper
management was instituted. We must get
away from the idea of Government support
and let our Industry stand on its own here
at home and in this way back up our boys
who are on their own in the battlefields of
Europe and the South Pacific.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend and revise my remarks
and to include a statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Isthe statement the
gentleman’s own statement?
= Mr. JENSEN. No.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
have to secure permission to do that
when the House is not in Committee,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gavinl.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to call the attention of the Members of
the House to my remarks appearing in
the Recorp today in reference to the at-
tempt on the part of the economic sta-
bilizer to have the oil-petroleum indus-
try accept the subsidies. I want to refer
particularly to one part of my remarks
of yesterday and restate it here today
so that the Members will understand the
position of our distinguished friend from
Texas in the early part of the year.

Last Tuesday, the Honorable WRIGHT
Parman, the distinguished Member from
Texas, spoke at some length in support
of subsidies. In the discussion which
attended his remarks, the gentleman
from Indiana, Hon. Gerarp W. Lanpis,
asked this question:

Is the gentleman in favor of subsidies on
oil?

To which the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Patman] replied:

I am in favor of subsidies on anything that
will encourage production without increasing
the cost of living. You see, we have to have
gome kind of standard or guide to go by.
I ask the gentleman now, and I ask any
person present here, if he can name any way
on earth that you can hold down the cost
of living and encourage production without
the use of a subsidy. I yleld to any person
wlio says he has a plan,

He thus gave his approval to subsidies
to the oil industry. Yet, in an interim
1roort of the Committee on Small Busi-
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ness, of which the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PatMaN] is chairman, under date
of May 10, 1943, the following conclusion
was stated:

That subsidies and bonuses are untried in

the ofl industry and unworkable and unde-
sirable for the general purposes now needed.

I do not know which of the gentleman’s
views to accept as being his firm con-
viction,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire, to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don-
DERO].

Mr. DONDERO, Mr. Chairman, I am
in favor of the bill presented to the House
and shall support it.

I do not believe there is a Member of
this body who, whether he is for or
against subsidies, believes in inflation.
I do not want inflation and my support
of the bill before us is based upon my
opinion that it will aid in preventing in-
flation. The great threat to inflation in
this country is the ever-mounting na-
tional debt.

Congress discharged its duty to the
people in passing the Stabilizing Act
under which the Office of Price Adminis-
tration was created. The purpose of
that law was to stabilize prices. If it
has not been done, it is because of the
failure of the Office of Price Administra-
tion to do its duty as directed by Congress.
If the taxpayers and the consumers were
different persons, there might be some
argument to justify consumer or food
subsidies. Unfortunately they are one
and the same person and as such must
foot the hill.

Advocating subsidies of this nature
contains the dangerous doctrine that the
state should support the people rather
than the people support the state. I de-
sire to point out, and especially to the
people for whom I speak in this body,
that living costs, if consumer subsidies
are established, will be more than saved
now at the grocery counter. There will
be deducted from the laboring man’s
check and all others $2 for every dol-
lar saved now to pay back the money
that must be borrowed, with interest on
the bonds and the increased cost of ad-
ministration through the building up of
the ever expanding bureauracy in Wash-
ington. If the Government must pay
the grocery bill of the people now when
the wage scales and the national income
are the highest in our history, when will
they be able to pay? Under a consumer-
subsidy program we will be paying to
the Government in heavier and more
burdensome taxXes any increase in the
cost of living instead of paying it to the
storekeeper now.

Those who advocate food subsidies and
request the Government to pay for what
is placed on the table are asking suc-
ceeding generations, including the men
who now fight the Nation’s battles, to
pay our board bill.

The Nation’s farmers have been called
upon to produce more food. They are as
patriotic as any other segment of our
people. They are willing to do it but
they are opposed to accepling Govern-
ment bribery to do so. What reason can
any Member of this House advance for
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not paying those who till the soil and
produce the food we eat a reasonable
price for their produce in the open mar-
ket place? No one has answered that
question. Behind this philosophy of
consumer subsidies is vicious political
control and regimentation of the farmer
and he knows it. Food subsidies mean
discouraging food production. They are
a demagogue’s paradise providing him
with the instrument to promise higher
prices to the producer and lower cost to
the consumer.

In the 12,000 word message sent to
this House by the President advocating
food and consumer subsidies, there was
one very glaring omission, namely the
President failed to point out to the peo-
ple that whatever the Government paid
now on their living cosls would be col-
lected with interest and expenses in
heavier taxes demanded by the Govern-
ment later,

Ii food subsidies are adopted what does
it mean to the average individual? If he
uses 5 quarts of milk weekly and the
Government pays 1 cent a quart subsidy,
the average person would save $2.60 for
the year. Under the present rationing
system each individual is entitled to 12
pounds of butter a year. With the Gov-
ernment paying 5 cents a pound, the
total saving is 60 cents annually; and if
the individual can buy 2 pounds of meat
weekly there would be a saving of 6 cents
a pound or an annual saving of $3.12,
The total saving per person per year on
these three essential items is $6.32.

The Government will be compelled to
borrow to pay the subsidies on these
three items the sum of $800,000,000. No
one will seriously contend that our enor-
mous debt, which may reach $300,000,-
000,000 before the end of this war, can
or will be paid within 50 years. The in-
terest alone on the $800,000,000 spread
over a period of 50 years at the rate paid
on War Savings bonds will amount to
$1,160,000,000 or two and a half times
the original subsidy paid. This means
that for $6.32 now saved to the consumer
he will pay $19 in taxes.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr., Lawnpis].

Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Chairman, subsidies
are economically unsound and vicious.
They lead to political control and regi-
mentation. The roll-kack progrem
means three things to every American
citizen: more bureaucrats, more taxes,
and more power in Washington,

These subsidies are unfair, because
they are paid from the borrowings at the
expense of our fighting forces and future
generations. They lead to greater in-
fiation, because they increase available
purchasing power, increase Federal ex-
penditures, and contribute to a loss of
confidence in the financial stability of
the Government,

Farm organizations, producers, the
farmers, food processors, distributors,
Congress, and every American citizen
who expects to pay his own grocery
bill are opposed to sulbsidies. The ad-
ministration has been strangely silent on
the fact that to pay these subsidies it
must sell more War honds, collect more
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taxes, or borrow more money from the
banks.

Just why are the New Dealers urging
the adoption of the subsidy program?
I will tell you the answer. First, to bait
the American producers and consumers
for fourth-term votes; and, second, to
place more New Dealers on the Federal
pay roll to administer this new program.
We already have more than 3,000,000
people on the Federal pay roll. - But
every thinking American knows that the
subsidy program is to put $1 in one pocket
and take $2 out of the other pocket. The
roll-back program is a complete admis-
sion on the part of the O. P. A. that it
will not be able to control prices and
must resort to hidden inflation rather
than orderiy wartime price adjustments.

If the subsidy program is abolished,
the New Dealers will make an effort to
place the blame on the Republican Party
for creating inflation. Nevertheless, in-
flation is already here, but most of the
Federal officials will not admit it. The
American people know that their dollar
will not purchase as much as it formerly
did. Inflation is here through black
markets, the cut in the size of packages,
and a lower quality of merchandise.

This administration has tried to con-
fuse the people about subsidies and price
control. They claim subsidies are hold-
ing down the cost of living, when, in fact,
price control is doing the job of keeping
down prices to the degree that prevails.

The roll-back of food prices will not
effectively stimulate food production.
On the contrary, it will have the opposite
effect. The subsidy program is just an-
other method the New Dealers have in
promoting their philosophy of scarcity.

An example of the failure of the sub-
sidy program was illustrated when the
canners came to Washington.

THE CANNERS CAME TO WASHINGTON

My. Speaker, yes, the canners came
to Washington just like thousands of
other businessmen to help out in the
war effort and take part in the battle for
a united home front. They were, of
course, given the run-around by the al-
phabetical agencies. It was too bad they
had to spend so much of their valuable
time away from their business. Many of
them spent days and even weeks here try-
ing to get something done. Some of these
canners were here in December of 1942,
some came back in the early months of
1943. At the start of the year, canners
had sought definite information on raw-
material costs, price ceilings, and wages.
But by the middle of June, with the
packing season under way, none of these
problems were solved. As a result, the
1943 pack of seasonal vegetables and
fruits are 27,000,000 cases under the 1942
pack, according to the canners of Amer-
ica. This loss is due to delays and bun-
gling by Federal officials and the adop-
tion of the subsidy program. The 1943
pack was finally subsidized by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

If the Government had accepted the
canners’ program and allowed them an
increase of 1 cent per can, we would
have a full 1943 pack today at a smaller
cost to the consumer. Qur civillan pop-
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ulation would find more canned fruits
and vegetables on the shelves in the food
stores this winter.

I hope the New Dealers will begin to
see the light. I hope the canners will
not have to go through the red tape and
delays they had to contend with last year.
They started the year with the purpose
to produce the largest pack possible
under wartime conditions. The four
most important factors facing them in
1943 were: First, the amount and price
of raw products; second, amount of labor
available and the wage rate they would
have to pay; third, maximum prices that
would be established for sales both to the
Government and civilian trade; fourth,
amount of equipment and containers
available.

The canners were forced to deal with
several Federal agencies, such as the
War Labor Board, the Department of
Agriculture, the War Production Board,
the War Food Administration, and the
O.P. A. No wonder there was delay and
bungling. A single food administrator
with complete authority would have
helped considerably in solving this im-
portant problem of getting out a full
1943 pack.

Mr. Speaker, subsidies have failed to
increase the production of canned goods.
The canners did a splendid job, notwith-
standing the New Deal restrictions placed
upon them. The canning industry is
ready and willing to go to the limit to
do a job next year, but it cannot accept
the responsibility for failure to do the
job desired in 1944 if it is compelled to
operate under either delayed or imprac-
ticable policies and regulations.

Let us remove the shackles from the
canning industry and give them an op-
portynity to process the food to win the
war.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KgerFe].

Mr. KEEFE, Mr. Chairman, in the
midst of this discussion involving sub-
sidies, according to an announcement
which has just come to hand, the Na-
tional Lawyers’ Guild is tendering a
testimonial dinner and reception at the
Mayflower Hotel to the Honorable James
Lawrence Fly, Chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission and Chair-
man of the Board of War Communica-
tions, on November 1% 1943,

The announcement describes Mr. Fly
as having been “an ardent champion of
the greatest freedom of all groups to se-
cure time on the air and of the widest
possible extension of radio service to all
listeners.” The notice of this jamboree
is signed “District of Columbia Chapter,
National Lawyers’ Guild,” and it recites
that Mr. Fly “has done an outstanding
job of preserving the integrity of the ad-
ministrative process”—and I emphasize
the phrase “administrative process”—"by
his courageous stand against the Dies
and Kerr committees and by his stead-
fast opposition to the Cox committee;
and he has been a tireless worker in
attempting to gear the all-important
communications industry to the war
effort:” A full copy of this announce-
ment reads:
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NaTioNAL LAWYERS' GUILD,
DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHAPTER,
Washingion, D. C,

DEAR FRIEND: On Friday evening, November
19, the National Lawyers Gulld is tendering a
testimonial dinner and reception at the May-
flower Hotel to the Honorable James Law-
rence Fly, As Chairman of the Federal Com-
munications Commission and the Board of
War Communications, Mr. Fly has been an
ardent champion of the greatest freedom of
all groups to secure time on the air and of
the widest possible extension of radio service
to all listeners; he has done an outstanding
job of preserving the integrity of the admin-
istrative process by his courageous stand
against the Dies and Kerr committees and
by his steadfast opposition to the Cox com-
mittee; and he has been a tireless worker in
attempting to gear the all-important com-
munications industry to the war effort. IMr.
Fly will deliver an address on the importance
of freedom of communications, both in the
domestic and international field.

A distinguished group of Government of-
ficials and members of the bar are joining
in the tribute to Chairman Fly. Vice Presi-
dent Wallace; Leon Henderson; and Elmer
Davis, Director of the Office of War Informa-
tion, have kindly consented to address the
gathering. Robert Kenny, attorney general
of California and national president of the
guild, will act as toastmaster. We believe that
this dinner is one of the outstanding events
that this chapter has sponsored.

All members of the bar and friends of Mr.
Fly are cordially invited to attend this dinner,
The subscription is $4.50 per plate. The num-
ber of tickets available is strictly limited, and
we therefore urge you to make your reserva-
tions promptly at the guild office. Checks
should be made payable to District of Co-
lumbia Chapter, National Lawyers' Guild.
Reservations may be made for groups at tables
accommodating 10 persons,

DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHAPTER,
NatronwAL LAwWYERS' GUILD.

It is obvious therefore that this feast
of honor is being tendered the Chairman
of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion for the contempt he has shown Con-
gress, congressional committees and in-
dividual members of the National Legis-
lature. It is unique in the history of
America for a so-called organization of
lawyers to thus honor one so contemp-
tuous of the Nation’s law-making body,
but it is thoroughly in keeping with the
communistic performances of the Na-
tional Lawyers’ Guild.

Mr. Fly is to deliver an address on the
importance of freedom of communica-
tions both in the domestic and interna-
tional field,

Mr. Chairman, with those proclaimed
reasons for rejoicing and for praising
Mr. Fiy as Chairman of the Communica-
tions Commission and as Chairman of
the Board of War Communications, a
good time should be had by all. But
there are still other hopes held out for a
joyous occasion. “A distinguished group
of Government officials and members of
the bar are joining in the tribute to
Chairman Fly.” The Federal Govern-
ment is to be represented on that festive
occasion by none other than Vice Presi-
dent Wallace, Leon Henderson, erstwhile
but hapless head of the O. P, A, and
Elmer Davis, Director of the Office of

" War Information, who “have Kindly con-

sented to address the gathering.” All
members of the bar and Mr. Fly's friends
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“are cordially invited to attend this din-
ner” at a cost of only $4.50 per plate.

Mr, Chairman, we readily recall an-
other occasion when an assembled multi-
tude was reminded that it had foregath-
ered for a purpose other than to praise
a noted character of history; but times,
circumstances, organizations, and “isms”
have undergone many changes. It now
seems to be the style to combine praise
of the living with propaganda for a con-
tinuance, even a redoubling, of their
accomplishments along the lines advo-
cated by the intelligentsia. The coming
praise of Mr. Fly seems remote from a
praise limited merely to past accomplish-
ments—it portends other things that
doubtless will be expected of him; and
the testimonial dinner is probably meant
as a spur to greater accomplishments
along the lines of things sponsored and
advocated by the guild,

For the benefit of the uninitiated, if
there are any such at this late date, the
National Lawyers’ Guild is one of the
most outspoken and rankest of commu-
nistic-front organizations of this or any
other day. Its tenets, objects, and aims
have been and are such that Mr. Justice
Robert H. Jackson, former Attorney Gen-
eral; Mr. A. A. Berle, Assistant Secretary
of State; New York Supreme Court Jus-
tice Ferdinand Pecora; Judge Nathan
Margold, of our Disfrict of Columbia
Municipal Court, and formerly solicitor
for the Department of the Interior; New

York City Comptroller Joseph D. Mec-

Goldrick; and others resigned, with rea-
sons therefor which may be stated, as
they were by Mr. Berle, as follows:

It is obvious that the present management
of the guild is not prepared to take any stand
which cenfilcts with the Communist Party
line. Under these circumstances, and in
company with most progressive lawyers, I
have no further interest in it. {

Come what may, Mr. Fly still thinks so
well of the guild that he is willing to
break bread with its members and at a
dinner given under its auspices, and that
at a time when our people are tightening
their belts, foregoing as the President has
strongly intimated, adequate diets as a
safeguard against-greater shortages of
good food, and to the end that we may do
more than a man's part in feeding,
financing, and policing the world as a
part of the new world order which is just
now taking shape and emerging from the
dream state. :

Since it has become the fashion among
high administrative officials in Washing-
ton to classify as Fascists those who dare
criticize their divergent views, perhaps I
should say no more. But, Mr, Chairman,
I cannot refrain from observing that it
seems strange that the expensive dinner
to honor Mr. Fly should be held in these
days of strenuous rationing, and when
many organizations and associations are,
at the behest of the Government itself,
canceling their meetings, conventions,
and banqguets in the interest of the war
effort. This observation holds, too, m
the face of the fact that, in Ottawa, Can-
ada, the people are not worried about
a butter shortage or the shortage of
any other kind of food—a place where
the best filet mignon steak. with all de-

sired trimmings, decreases the content
of the pocketbook not more than $1.10.

Seriously, whatever the true object of
the impending testimonial, and what-
ever the subjects that will be discussed,
let us hope that Mr. Fly will enunciate
a fixed and determined plan to safeguard
the freedom of the radio; and that any
and all other proposals will be left to the
countries which have dictators and ad-
mit the fact. If Mr. Fly does this, how-
ever, he will have to forsake a principle
which he has helped to establish, namely,
that radio stations may properly be re-
quired to sign and file stipulations with
the Commission indicative of program
content, as conditions precedent to fa-
verable action by the Commission on
matters before it.

One other matter, Mr. Chairman, and
I shall have finished. A document ac-
companying the announcement of the
Fly testimonial dinner bears the nota-
tion “Standard Form No. 64, office mem-
orandum, United States Government,”
and is signed Harry M. Plotkin—spelled
P-l-o-t-k-i-n. That paper indicates
that officials and employees of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission are
probably being solicited to purchase din-
ner tickets at $4.50 a throw, since Mr.
Plotkin happens fo be a member of the
Commission’s legal staff.

In these days of heavy demands upon
Government employees for taxes, the
purchase of War bonds, subscriptions to
the Red Cross—so that persons of high
estate may perform world travel—and
subscriptions to the Community War
Fund, which is an enlargement of the
old community chest, and which spends
its money, in part, through an ideological
organization which busies itself with the
rescue and bringing of alien refugees to
this country, it seems our Government
workers have enough legitimate uses for
their surplus change, without being
asked to buy dinner tickets at $4.50 each
for the purpose of honoring any Gov-
ernment official.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Washingfon [Mr.
Horanl.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I feel
that we should point out here that we
are not, with this bill, writing or estab-
lishing a food program. We are merely
resisting, with this bill, the establishing
of a false foundation upon which to con-
struct a sound food program.

I personally want to compliment the
Banking and Currency Committee for
the way they have handled this matter.
It is a credit to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr, SteacALL], the committee’s
able chairman, to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr, WoLcoTttl, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr, BRown], and to the
entire committee.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
SApOowWSKIl.

Mr, SADOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
am opposed to the provisions of this bill,
The average citizen is most confused and
bewildered by all of this discussion on
subsidies, producer subsidies, consumer
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subsidies, price parities, and so forth.
But when you ask him, “Do you want
price stabilization, and are you opposed
to inflation?” his answer is a most em-
phatic “Yes.” Price stabilization or in-
flation is the question that is before us
here today. There is no doubt about it
but that the purpose behind this bill
is to increase prices and to open the
doors wide to uncontrolled inflation.
Those supporting the bill say that it will
not create inflation, and yet when I
asked the question a few minutes ago of
“whether you are willing to assume the
responsibility for inflation in the event
of the passage of this bill,” you an-
swered: “The Roosevelt administration
must be responsible for the administra-
tion of the bill."” It is like tying a man's
hands behind his back and shoving him
into a boxing bout and saying, “I'm not
to blame if you do not lick that fellow.”

For my part, I want to make this point
clear: I intend fo go up and down my
district and tell my people that the Re-
publican membership of this House, to-
gether with a few Republican-minded
Democrats, are responsible for the pas-
sage of this bill and the results that will
follow.

So far we have done fairly well in
holding the line. So far we have not
permitited the speculators, food profit-
eers, gougers, and black marketeers to
run wild as they did in the last war—
when butter was a dollar a pound, meat
a dollar a pound, a small chicken $5,
sugar, coffee, bread, shoes, and clothing,
in fact, everything was prohibitive and
priced beyond the reach of everyone, and
as a result everyone suffered except the
speculators and profiteers.

“To h—— with the war. We want our
profits, too!” This seems to be the theme
of the antisubsidy group. I have lis-
tened attentively to one after another of
the supporters of this bill, and I have
heard them say, “Subsidies are social-
ism,” “We want economic freedom,” “We
want the American way of life,” “We
want the law of supply and demand,”
and it makes one stop, think, and shud-
der. Is.our home front going to degen-~
erate into one mad, greedy scramble for
money?

When the Japs attacked us we did not
think of “economic freedom,” “law of
supply and demand,” “subsidies and so-
cialism.” No! We knew we were at war,
We went to General Motors, Chrysler,
and Ford, and to the other industries,
and told them to stop making automo-~
biles, refrigerators, and civilian goods
and start making tanks, airplanes, guns,
and ammunition. Did they say, “We
won't do it! We want economic free-
dom"”? Oh,no! We immediately called
millions of boys into the armed services
and gave them 10 days’ time to leave
their civilian occupations. Did they say,
“We won't do it! We want our economic
freedom! We want the American way
of life”?

Let me ask you: What greater service
could be rendered to Hitler and Tojo
than to open the doors to inflation and
cause economic chaos on the home front?
Let us first win this war. We still have
a long way to go. Let us not do any-
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thing which would prolong the war.
Wars always cause unnatural economic
conditions which call for regulations that
are repugnant in peacetime. But we are
still very much in the war and our boys
over there expect us to hold the line over
here.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such fime as he may desire
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CarozzoL1l.

Mr. CAPOZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I
have listened with great care to the
various arguments advanced in support
of this bill which, amongst other things,
seeks to do away with subsidies. I have
tried to see the justice of the attack made
on subsidies, Frankly, I have been un-
able to do so.

My district is part of the great Lower
East Side of Manhattan, It is a con=-
sumer district. It is populated by work-
ers, many of whom have had no benefit
whatever from the so-called defense
work. In fact, in this latter respect,
particularly, my district is typical of the
other districts in the City of New York,

Little has been gained by the New
York City residents from the so-called
defense program of our country in com-
parison to other parts of the country.
In fact, it has been estimated by com-
petent authorities that over 400,000 per-
sons are unemployed in my city. We all
do know that shipbuilders on the west
coast came to my city, zathered unem-
ployed workers, and shipped them west
to their shipyards. These workers had
to go across the country, leave their fam-
ilies, and, in many cases, live under very
unfavorable conditions, in order to earn
a livelihood for themselves and their
families. .

Surely, Mr. Chairman, no one can be
so naive as to believe that these family
dislocations would have taken place if
the defense program had made full use
of the City of New York labor market
and its industrial capacity. If this
labor market was able to furnish the
west coast with thousands of workers in
shipyards, then why was there not a
shipyard, doing shipbuilding, located
in New York City, aside from those doing
Navy and repair work? This question
may not be germane to the issues now
before us, but its consideration does shed
some light-on the necessity of keeping
the cost of living from spiraling up-
wards, especially in the City of New York
and other localities which have not
benefited by the defense program.

Aside from the unemployed, New York
City has thousands and thousands of the
so-called white-collar workers and unor-
ganized employees, Many of them re-
side in my congressional district. They
have been subjected to all the disadvan-
tages of a country at war and have not
profited in any way from increased earn-
ings. In fact, they have been unable to
take advantage of the Little Steel for-
mula. They have had to depend on the
voluntary action of their employers for
increases in wages. Yet they have had
to continue to meet the rise in living
costs as everyone else has had to do.
Teachers, clerical workers, State, coun=-
ty, and municipal employees, policemen,
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firemen, librarians, and so forth, have
had no benefit of increases in wages,
with some exceptions. It is estimated
that throughout the country there are
15,000,000 heads of families who have
been unable to get a pay rise. They have
been, and are now, at a disadvantage.
Is the adoption of this bill, with the elim-
ination of subsidies, going to help them?
Obviously not. It is going to make their
condition ever so more difficult,

It has been authoritatively stated that
4,000,000 wage earners still earn less than
40 cents an hour, with millions of others
earning just a little above that. Also
that 4,000,000 families have not had an
increase of more than 5 percent since the
beginning of the war. And what about
those who have retired and are unable
to work, depending for their support on
fixed pensions, such as veterans, railroad
and civil-service workers, the purchas-
ing power of whom has gradually gone
down? What shall we say to all these
persons? Are we helping them by pass-
ing this bill in its present form?

The Little Steel formula was originally
meant to fill the gap between wages and
the cost of living from January 1941 to
September 1942, and limited wage in-
creases to 15 percent above prevailing
level on January 1, 1941, Even as we de-
bate this bill, the formula is being at-
tacked and not without some justifica-
tion. It is claimed that it has failed in
its avowed purpose of halting living costs.
Imagine with what more justification can
demands for increased wages be made if
food subsidies are banned.

Just what will be the immediate ef-

fects of this bill if it is enacted into law?
For an answer to this question, let me
refer you to what Mr. Chester Bowles
has had to say about it. Afier all, as
head of the Office of Price Admihistra-
tion, it is his duty to keep up to date on
matters of this kind and, speaking for
myself, I am perfectly satisfied that he
is doing the best possible under the cir-
cumstances. He is entitled to the confi-
dence and support of the American peo-
ple in his efforts to handle a very per-
plexing problem.

He says that, without subsidies, the
cost of a 5-pound rib roast would in-
crease by 23 cents; 3 pounds of veal cut-
let would cost 18 cents more; a 15-pound
ham would go up 67 cents; butter by 10
cents a pound; milk by about 1 cent a
quart; and cheese § cents a pound. In-
creases will take place in the foods so
that the total food index will be in-
creased by over T percent.

These increases would immediately re-
sult in a demand for higher wages, on a
country-wide scale, and, for the life of
me, I cannot see how such a demand
can be denied, in the light of these in-
creases. The result will be a break-down
in the whole price-control structure and
we shall be well on our way to inflation.

I yield to no one in my respect and ad-
miration for the American farmer and
his patriotism. However, it seems to me
that the proper picture has not been
made clear to the farmer. I am sure
that he knows the meaning of adversity
and he has known it from personal ex-
perience. We all remember the unfor-
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tunate condition which was his before
President Roosevelt entered on his first
term. The people of the country, by this
Congress, and under the leadership of
the administration, directed the pay-
ment of subsidies to the farmers during
that period in order to save many of
them from what looked like economic
destruction. Congress saw the justice of
subsidies then.

It is contended by those who claim
to speak for the farmer that he does noj
want hand-outs or subsidies. Well, no
other self-respecting American ordinar-
ily would want them either. Itis further
said that the payment of food subsidies
is not according to the American way of
life. Is the mother who stays awake
nights, worrying about the safety of her
boy at the front, today living according
to the American way of life? Is her boy
fighting his way through the mud and
jungle of a South Pacific island, at the
present time enjoying the American way
of life? No. Both of them are making
sacrifices much greater than what the
farmer would have to endure by tempo-
rarily accepting the aid of subsidies.

It is important, of course, for the pro-
duction of food, that the farmer receive
an adequate price. In a normal economy
an adequate price ordinarily is fixed by
the law of supply and demand. But, to-
day, we are not living in a normal econ-
omy. If resort is had to the operation
of the law of supply and demand then
we are going to have trouble, because the
demand for food today, considering the
needs of the civilian population, military
and lend-lease requirements, far ex-
ceeds the supply. The results will be
disastrous for the consumer here at
home. Hence, some Government as-
sistance must be had. That was the rea-
son for the enactment by the Congress of
the Price Control Act. But, how can
that act be enforced if you take away
from the Government a very important
weapon needed for its enforcement?

Subsidies are regarded by farmer rep-
resentatives as something which is so
completely alien to our way of life. Yet,
it is not so. Often has this country used
public money in aid of private enterprise
in order to bring about the most good
to its citizens. Subsidies have been used
to protect manufacturers in the way of
discriminatory tariffs; they have been
used to assist in the building of rail-
ways; to encourage shipbuilding at home
and to maintain an American merchant
marine in operation and in other ways.
No one would question the exeellent pur-
poses served by these mentioned sub-
sidies.

Another objection frequently heard to
the use of food subsidies is that they re-
sult in taxes for the public. Let us con-
sider the soundness of this objection.
We all know that the Government is now
engaged in expending record sums of
money because of the war effort. Is
there anyone who would question the
building of new battleships, tanks, air-
planes, and guns because they result in
taxes? Of course not. We accept these
expenditures as necessary incidents in
the prosecution of a war for survival.
What about food? 1Is it less important
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a weapon than any of those already men-
tioned?

We have been told that the increase in
our farm output since Pearl Harbor has
been the largest of any similar period in
history. Yet, with this record achieve-
ment, we have still been short in our
food supply. We know that these short-
ages cannot have been due to the lack of
production, but they were due to the de-
mands brought about by the war. Hence,
it is a necessary war expenditure. So
that if the Government is compelled to
pay subsidies to keep the cost of living
down for the average person, why should
there be any objection to payment of
taxes to meet these payments. Today we
do not have a normal cost of living, it is
abnormal, made so by the demands of
the war. Therefore, we should accept
the burden of payments of these taxes in
the same spirit in which we pay taxes
for increased production of other imple-
ments of war.

Mr., Chairman, the residents of the
East Side of New York, in company with
their fellow-Americans, have given con-
clusive evidence of their support of the
war effort. Literally thousands of their
sons are with the armed forces all over
the world. Unfortunately, many of them
have already made the supreme sacrifice.
These people are Americans to the core.
They, too, believe in the American way of
life. Yet, they recognize an emergency
and, knowing that it is best for the coun-
try, they are not too proud to accept the
aid of subsidies. While they do so, they
pray and hope for an early victory, so
that we may again enjoy our American
democracy, with its free enterprise and
normal economy. Let us not add to the
already heavy burdens of the American
people by taking away from the Govern-
ment a formidable weapon with which to
combat inflation. Do not do away with
subsidies.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG].

Mr. ELEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
propose in this brief 10 minutes to pre-
sent to you a horseback opinion of a
Member of Congress, who came from the
tailgate of a chuck wagon in a cow camp
in Texas. The opinions of such men
have been variously colored by the press,
by columnists, and by calumnists for
quite a period.

I shall not indulge in any repetitions,
I hope, but when one adds up the sum
and total of statistics which have come
by what wmight be termed short- and
long-wave recordings and remote con-
trol, I merely want to say that I am not
yet ready to sell my birthright as an indi-
vidual citizen, as a Representative of the
Fourteenth Congressional District of
Texas, which I have the honor of repre-
senting, for any $6.22 of subsidy, which is
the sum total of the complete receipts
that would come to the so-called con-
sumers of America if the bill presented
by the committee is defeated. I am not
that cheap and I do not believe you are.

Mr, Chairman, this is not a discussion
of subsidies, this is not a discussion of
ceilings. The question to be decided
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here before this august body, in the pres-
ence of God Almighty, who had more to
do with giving us this country than any
and all of the men in this great Nation
from George Washington down, is dif-
ferent from what they may have con-
tributed. He who marks the sparrow’s
fall and who gave us reason, who dif-
ferentiated us from the beasts of the
field and the birds of the air and the
fish of the sea, was responsible for this
great Nation's being able to accept the
incomparable responsibilities of this
absolutely unequaled hour. It is not a
aquestion of subsidies. It is a question
far greater than that upen which the
States were divided and the freedom of
one particular group or race, and by
Constitution we have no conceptions of
those kinds of divisions. The law ap-
plies equally and uniformly to all citi-
zens, if we have what I deem fo be an
American concept of our Government.

This proposition, as stated by my
distinguished friend of over 40 years,
the gentleman from Texas, Harron
SuMnERS, in an address made here
several years ago, is best expressed as a
final laying down of the gauntlet and
giove in a challenge as to whether the
people of this Nation are competent and
capable of self-government or whether
we are going to answer the challenge in
this Congress by adopting the plan set
out here, An Economic Program for
American Democracy, written by a
group of distinguished gentlemen, the
most interesting of whom out of seven
Harvard and Tufts economists is Rich-
ard V., Gilbert, of the Office of Price Ad-
ministration. Are they going to sub-

‘stitute this book not only for the Con-

stitution but for every single thing that
our sons and daughters, the flower of
American manhood and womanhood, are
fighting to preserve on the battle fronts
of this—and I mean this—Old Werld?

You are either going to finance this
program following both the arithmetic
and the logic which is born in the sta-
tistical branch of the O. P. A., which has
long ere this evidenced both its disre-
spect and its unwillingness to adhere to
either constitutional or substantive law
limitations on its operations, and who are
willing not only to substituie govern-
ment by directives for government by law
and reason but who are backed by a
group who have less conception of what
that flag means to me than Richard V.
Gilbert and his group know of the cattle
industry, of the cotton industry, and all
of the industries which produce the food
and clothing upon which this Nation de-
pends in its dire hour and upon which
our allies and our friends depend.

As far as I am concerned, the bridle
is off this afterncon. I have no limita-
tions except my love for our common
God and our country in what I say this
afternoon—not one. Would that I were
of the age to be on the battle front to
meet this situation face to face. I re-
peat, $6.32, which is the total value that
the consumers of this Nation will reap
as individuals out of this proposition, is
too cheap a price for me to sell out for.
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I have three letters here. They are
most interesting. A long time ago a
cowhand came to the King Ranch for
employment. He was barsfooted. He
had three children and he had never had
an opportunity to go to school. He still
lives. He still has not been to school.
One of his sons served his country.. The
others all passed on. He spelled “cofiee”
without using one single letter that fitted
into the word as properly spelled. When
he ordered 10 pounds of coffee from the
storekeeper at the King Ranch he spelled
it “k-a-u-g-h-p-h-y.”

This is a representative democracy.
On my word of honor as a Representative
in the Congress of the United States and
as an American citizen, I hold in my
hand here the only three letters which
I have received in support of this in-
famous proposition to seft aside a gov-
ernment of people who know what the
flag stands for and substitute therefor
government by & group that is repre~
sented in print by those whose school of
thought belongs to that of Richard V.
Gilbert and the seven cther economists,

Hesitate, if you will, as Representa-
tives of the American people, to follow
my distinguished and able friend from
Texas, my colleague, and were he my
brother I would still say, though I have
only one, “He can go to hell; I still pro-
pose to stay in Ameriea.”

I have .three letters here. They come
from the same address, 3739 Neptune
Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y.; that is, for two
of them. And the name of one is il-
legible. It is like Wesley Stephens, and
the way he spells coffee, “Potemkin.”
I do not know what you fellows make
of it. The other name is from the same
address. I am going to insert them in

/| the Recorp. I hope that somebody can

decipher the signature; I cannot. It is
from the same address. I am going to
read you one of them; they are very
much the same:

We want subsidies. We must have sub-
sidies to keep prices down.

In other words, to save $6.32.
We must keep prices down to stop infiation,

I wish I had more time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield 5
additional minutes,

Mr. ELEBFERG. I appreciate that, sir,
I cannot possibly fail to comment that
the other letter, the third one, is a copy
of a letiter addressed to my distinguished
friend who made a tolerant and highly
American speech, the majority leader,
on my side, a Democrat, the gentleman
from Massachusetts, the Honorable Jorx
McCormAck. I hold in my heart no
higher place in esteem or friendship than
I have for the troubled position of that
distinguished American from Massachu-
setts, But this letter, while it contained
the backbone of his speech on yesterday,
and you read it, the headline says, “Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations,” and
it is signed by Philip Murray. And, with
permission, I ask to include these three
letters in the REccrb.
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Now for these three letters.
are, including one I just read:
BrookLyN, N. ¥.
Mr. KLEBERG: We want subsidies. We must
have subsidles to keep prices down. We
must keep prices down to stop inflation.
Mrs. 8. POTEMEKIN.

Here they

Broorxryn, N. Y., November 11, 1943,
Representative RicHArRD ELEBERG,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SIR: As housewife and citizen of the
United States, I earnestly request that you
exert your influence in establishing food
subsidies,

I believe that this measure 1g of utmost
importance in order to combat the present
rise in the cost of food.

Very truly yours,

CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,
Washington, D. C., November 17, 1943.

My DeAr CONGRESSMAN: Enclosed is a copy
of a letter which I have sent today to Majority
Leader McCorRMACK on the question of the
subsidy issue which comes before the House
in connection with the Commodity Credit
Corporation bill.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP MURRAY.

[Enclosure.]

CoNGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,
Washington, D. C., November 15, 1943.
Hon. Joaw W. McCORMACK,
Majority Leader, House of
Representatives, Washington, D. C,

My Dear M=s. McCormAck: The subsidy
problem which comes before the House for
debate and decision during the course of the
next few days constitutes one of the most
serious challenges to the efforts of the Presi-
dent to maintain a stable home economy in
this critical war period. The consuming pub-
lic of the Nation looks to you as the responsi-
ble leader of the forces of your party in
Congress to assure the fullest and most effec-
tive support for the President on that issue.

There has been an unfortunate effort from
many sources to confuse the crystal-clear
issue involved in this subsidy debate. Eight
Members of the House Committee on Banking
and Currency have pointed out in their re-
port that if we abolish subsidies now the
price of more than 24 basic and primary food
items will immediately increase from 4 to 20
percent. They have informed the Members
of the House that unless subsidies are con-
tinued, round steak will be raised 5.2 cents,
butter 5 to 9 cents a pound, canned vege-
tables 1.4 cents, sugar 1 cent. Price Admin-
istrator Bowles has added the information
that a termination of subsidy payments will
mean an increase of 1 cent a quart in the
price of milk and 3 cents a pound in the price
of cheese.

It has been the very failure of Congress to
give full and effective support to control
prices up to the present time that has driven
labor to seek true stabilization through re=-
vision of present wage strictures. Certainly
any step which will permit still further price
rise redoubles the threat to our Nation’s
efforts to achieve and maintain a stabilized
home front economy. .

These threats of runaway prices are threats
to the working health and efficlency of Amer-
ican war workers, they are threats to the
stability of our entire home economy. The
issue in this subsidy fight is whether we
shall keep prices within the reach of the
men and women and children of America or
permit food to be taken off the tables of the
American public for the personal profit of

special interests. I respectfully urge that no.

more critical issue has faced you in recent
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times and that no issue calls more pressingly
for the most effective possible action in sup-
port of the President's war program.
Sincerely yours,
PHILIP MURRAY.

In the entire time on this question
these are the only three communications,
as a Representative in the American
Congress, that I have received from the
people that I represent and, yes, the peo-
ple that you represent, in support of this
infamous proposition that we substitute
a government of blackmail for a gov-
ernment for, of, and by the people,
Gentlemen, it will not do. Now, as I
take this floor this afternoon I want to
call to your attention a few things, and
I have all the material here. God knows
I wish I had the time to talk to you
about it. Here are the facts: I am a
Democrat. I resent the implication that
any American, even though he be a Re-
publican—mark that—should be respon-
sible for this demand to substitute for a
government of law and reason a govern-
ment, by blackmail.

An interesting application would be
your study of the recent directive as
affecting our industry, the one which I
represent, as an individual producer of
beef cattle, not beef, and follow through
the recent directive issued, not only with-
out sanction over the objection of the
entire industry, and the conclusions
drawn, I repeat, by some columnists,
mostly calumnists, that would suggest
that those whom I represent are willing
to accept a program of laissez faire and
accept the opportunity to charge what
the traffic would bear, an abominable
accusation of profiteering against Amer-
icans who happen to constitute that par=
ticular group which at Lexington fired
the first shot that was heard around
this world. There is no consumer from
your district, my good friend, Mr.
O’BRrIEN, or from my district, or any
other Member’s district, who, in rea-
son and with American inspiration,
remembering what that flag stands for
and what these two pictures mean, who
supports the infamous proposition of a
substitution of a government which
must be financed out of the Treasury of
the United States, mind you, without
authorization, or who supports this in-
famous document in substitution for the
Constitution of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the book which I hold
in my hand is the one I just exhibited to
the committee. Its title is “An Eco-
nomie Program for American Democ-
racy.” Its flyleaf after the title recites
as follows:

By seven Harvard and Tufts economists:
Richard V, Gilbert; George H. Hildebrand, Jr.;
Arthur W. Stuart; Maxine Yaple Sweezy;
Paul M. Sweezy; Lorle Tarshls; and John D.
Wilson,

The Vanguard Press, New York. Copyright,
1938, by the Vanguard Press, Inc.

Mr. Chairman, the copyright provision
even will be heeded by me, and I will not
quote from this amazing opus—which
by this mention may receive at least
some sales impetus.

This at least should be pay enough
for the authors if, as I hope they may
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need it when they go out in this old
world to try to make an honest non-
subsidized living.

Yes; even if the theme of this book
is that private business is totally incom-
petent to manage itself and that the en-
tire fate of the American people and the
very existence of the American people
lie in the hands of the Federal Gov=-
ernment.

It will, too, if the Congress follows the
tactics of Federal bureaus like the O. P. A.
and cthers who ignore the Constitution,
laws passed by Congress, and the inten-
tion of Congress many times expressed.

Who said anything about pressure
groups?

Like my beloved and able friend, the
gentleman from Alabama, HENRY STEA-
GaLL, chairman of the committee which
reported the bill before us and which I
shall support, I have been home, yes; and
I visited all over my district, and found
then as now that my people, like myself,
are not ready to sell out.

If any compromise is made on the pro-
posal such as we know will occur—like-
wise we do not want even a little bit of
it—I shall vote against it.

There can be no compromise with
either the subsidy proposal or with the
group who propose it or presently ad-
minister it.

If this Congress does weaken in the
interim and fail to override a possible
Presidential veto, just know that lots of
folks like me in every congressional dis-
trict will know that right here we have
junked all we hold in trust for them.

Just go back and read the facts lead-
ing up to the directive on live cattle,
and the laws affecting this transaction,
and you have a clear-cut case of the
virtue and moral integrity of those who
will put the subsidy program into effect.

The record is even worse than the pro-
posed subsidy plan or the compromise
proposals yet to come, and God knows
this is small comfort; they are bad
enough.

This is not a plan to finance a ceiling
program; it will finance a stealing pro-
gram. Upon examination—Ilike a rose
called any other name—the smell lingers
one and the same,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Did the gentleman from Texas request
permission to insert something in the
RECORD?

Mr. KLEBERG. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. Chairman, to insert three
letters in the RECORD,

The CHAIRMAN. That permission
will have to be obtained in the House.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. RizLeEY].

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am sure
that every Member of this House is grate-
ful and deeply appreciates the fine Amer=
ican speech and plea just made by our
distinguished colleague the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG] to save our
way of life and the American concept of
government. And like my distinguished
friend, it is my considered judgment that
what we may properly term the highly
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controversial issues involved in this leg-
islation; namely, the payment of con-
sumers’ subsidies—which have been so
vigorously championed by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr., Patman] and by my
good friend and colleague the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY]—in-
volves one of the most vital and funda-
mental issues ever to be considered by
any Congress during the more than 150
years existence of our Republic. I am
not an alarmist, but I say to you, Mr.
Chairman, that this new departure and
venture on the part of the administra-
tion which is sponsored by our friends
who brought in the minority report on
this bill, and which I believe, if adopted,
will mean a full and complete all-out
subsidy program, and which will likely
cover every commodity produced on the
farm, every article which reaches the
hands of a processor, and which will
mean the complete full and final regi-
mentation of all of the people in this
country, and which will involve a com-
plete change of our economic system, as
was suggested by my good friend the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL-
corr], this issue is as fundamental, so
far as the rights of a free people are
concerned and our ability to carry on as
a representative democracy, as were the
issues which stirred the country into a
division in 1850 to 1860 and which finally
brought on civil war.

If by commencing with a piece-meal
policy of paying a part of the grocery
hills of consumers, whether needed or
nof, through the weapon of taxation—
because that is what it means in the long
run—who is there to say that after a
while we cannot or would not go all the
way and just pay all consumer bills?

It involves the same philosophy of
those who were telling the people a few
years ago that it really did not matter
how large the national debt becomes, be-
cause, after all, we just owe it to our-
selves. Last year I suggested to the col-
lector of internmal revenue that I just
write my check for income taxes payable
to myself, but he did not seem to under-
stand it that way.

It has been argued by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Patman] at least 10
times in the last 30 days that the subsidy
paid the producers of copper was analo-
gous and comparable with what he wants
to do with this bill. Such comparisons,
of course, are ridiculous. It is an argu-
ment by analogy—and the analogy is
false. We have only a few, a mere hand-
ful, of copper producers producing one
commodity—copper—which is a highly
strategic war material. In order to get
copper it was all right, of course, to have
the Government step in as a part of the
war program and implement the cost of
mining this copper.

Let us examine the gentleman’s logic
& little further. He argues that in the
case of copper every dollar paid by the
Government to subsidize and increase
production has saved the Govern-
ment $28.

Now, how can the Government give a
subsidy of a dollar to a copper producer
and thereby save $28? The gentleman
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is not very clear or very explicit when
he makes such a claim, and his explana-
tion of what he means is quite difficult
to understand. Presumably what he is
trying to say and what he means is
this: That we are at present giving sub-
sidies of so much a pound to high-cost
copper producers, the amount being the
difference between the market price and
their cost of production.

Suppose that instead of doing this we
had let the market price rise sufficiently
to cover this high-cost production? How
much larger weculd our total bill for cop-
per have been? Admittedly, it would
have been larger.

The gentleman from Texas says that
it would have been larger by an amount
equal to 28 times the subsidies we have
paid.

What is wrong with such reasoning?
Overlooking the fact that most of the
difference would have been recovered
through the excess-profits tax, we will
assume, for the sake of argument, there
is nothing much wrong with it, as it ap-
plies to copper or to any other highly
strategic war material to which we can
limit subsidies to high-cost producers.
That is the reason, perhaps, that no one
has objected particularly to subsidies in

" these isolated cases; but the fallacy of

the gentleman’s argument is that in the
case of farm production subsidies cannot
be so limited.

As I have heretofore suggested, we
have only a handful of copper pro-
ducers. We have more than 6,500,000
farmers. We can allow for the difference
in the cost of production between cop-
‘per producers; we cannot allow for such
a difference among farmers. If one
farmer gets a subsidy, so must everyone
preducing the same thing; and since
this is true, there can be no multiple
saving, such as the gentleman claims.

Incentive payments or consumers’ suh-
sidies, roll-backs, or whatever you want
to call them, will not increase produc-
tion. Why do I say that? Because we
tried it on butter and the production of
butter decreased, and hundreds of dairy
farmers sold their dairy herds and quit
business. We tried it on cheese, and the
cheese supply went down instead of up.
The O. P. A. has tried it on beef. Im-
mediately that the roll-back was put
into effect, the price of cattle in the pro-
ducers’ hands sharply declined and
thousands of producers sold their cattle
and quit the business of raising cattle,
which, of course, will mean reduced pro-
duction in beef. The same thing is han-
pening with the hog producers..

You cannot fool the farmers and the
ranchers. They know they do not get
the benefits of these roll-backs, that they
will go to the packers or processors or
someone else—and as a result they take
the rap and then get out of business, or
greatly curtail production because of
prices. What the farmers and pro-
ducers want is not roll-backs or incen-
tive payments—they want a fair, decent
price in the market place. That is the
only way we will get production, and
if we will simply give them a decent
price, you need have no fear of inflation,
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;‘:Eetample production will take care of
at.

Of course, if you do it that way, you
will not need the hordes of political regi-
mentators who would go along with the
all-out subsidy plan; and there will not
be 130,000,000 checks going out to 130,-
000,000 consumers, or to thousands of
merchants between now and election
time next year so that political hench-
men will be able to constantly remind
those who are receiving the checks what
a benevolent and generous “Uncle” they
have in Washington. Or, as they used
to be so bold as to say down in my con-
gressional district a few years ago,
“Here’s a check from the President. I
am sure you will remember who gave
you this check when you are about to
cast your vote.”

Mr. Chairman, the general objections
to consumers’ subsidies have been so
thoroughly discussed in and out of the
Congress the past few months that no
good purpose could be accomplished by
a detailed review of all of them. Some
of the witnesses before the Banking and
Currency Commitiee summarized these
objections somewhat in this fashion:

“Subsidies throw the burden which we
are able to bear onto future generations.
We cannot find words strong enough to
express our disapproval of a policy of
transferring this cost to the children of
the young men who are fighting our bat-
tles for us today in every corner of the
world.

“Subsidies increase our national
debt—a very potent cause of inflation.
Subsidies introduce the dangerous doc-
trine that the state should support its
people rather than the people support
the state. Subsidies lead to political
control, which is extremely hard to
break. Of recent years we have seen
candidates for office campaign on the
promise of continued subsidies which
were provided to meet emergencies now
long past.

“Subsidies are a demagogue’s para-
dise. They enable him to promise higher
prices for the producer and lower costs
to the consumer, This cannot be kept
up long.

“Probably the worst danger in sub-
sidies lies in the fact that they lead di-
rectly to chaos. If we are to use sub-
sidies to meet the steadily increasing
cost of production, we will scon have our
price structure badly out of balance, and
the longer the war continues the more
out of balance it will become. When
the war is over and we must return to
the necessity of balancing the Budget,
it takes no stretch of the imagination
to realize that we must cut off all un-
necessary expenses, and subsidies will be
one of the first items fo get the ax. Then
what happens? Either farmers must in-
crease their prices to get the cost of
production or they will have to quit. If
we are unwilling to pay the cost of our
food bill during these days of the great-
est income in all history, when food is
costing us a smaller percent of the in-
come than ever hefore, what chance
would farmers have of raising their
prices when the boys come back looking

for jobs, and the problem of unemploy-
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ment stares us in the face? The an-
swer is, None at all. Agriculture would
be thrown into a deflation far worse
than that which followed the last war,
because that war was not complicated
by subsidies.”

Mr. Chairman, another regrettable
thing that has been going on continu-
ousty in and out of Congress the last
few months, and by many in high places,
is the unwarranted and unfounded
charge that the farmers are responsible
for the increased living costs and that
it is the farmer who has and is about to
set off the spark that is threatening to
consume the country in a conflagration
of inflation. I regard these false state-
ments and this tirade that has been used
to inflame the American public against
the American farmer as the most ridicu-
lous and insidious propaganda that has
ever been practiced against the Ameri-
can public, and particularly the Ameri-
can housewife, who largely does the fam-
ily buying.

Mr. Albert S. Goss, master of the Na-
tional Grange, which is one of the great
farm organizations, very clearly and
concisely gave a complete answer to
these ridiculous charges and this prop-
aganda when he appeared before the
House Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. I quote from his remarks:

Farmers are just as much afraid of inflation
as anyone. In fact our organization issued
the first warning against the dangerous path
we were pursuing before either labor or in=-
dustry had apparently given it a thought.
Before we can determine the cure, let us get
at the cause. In offering the roll-back sub-
sidy proposals we are attacking the problem
at the wrong point. We are treating the re-
sults rather than the eause. There is no
reason whatever why the blame for price
rises and inflation dangers should all be
charged to agriculture. Of the three groups,
labor, industry, and agriculture, farmers are
the least to blame. If the blame were con-
fined to abuse we would not be appearing be-
fore you. We would go right ahead and work
our 80 hours a week, as shown by the last
farm-labor report, and devote our whole effort
to food production. We have not only been
subjected to the most terrific abuse and at-
tacks, but we are being made the victims of
roll-backs and in some cases are being forced
out of production. The time has come when
we feel that action is necessary to put a stop
to this movement, which will lead to disaster
if pursued much further.

We have prepared a table which reveals very
clearly where the trouble lies. Before looking
at the figures we would like to point out that
there has been a lot of confusion over the
labor situation. We have had more work o
do, more men have been employed, and the
total income has gone up sharply. That is
natural. In a peace economy this increased
employment would result in more consumer
goods. Except as this increased labor income
may be a contributing cause of inflation by
increasing the spending power, the figures on
total labor income are meaningless in study-
ing the economic problem.

There are two figures which really help us
to see what is going on. The first is the earn-
ings per employed worker, When this is com-
pared with the cost of living it is the gage by
which we can measure whether or not wages
are adequate to meet such cost. The second,
and most important figure from the stand-
point of soclety as a whole, is how much
labor is there in the finished product? This
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determines the cost of the finished product
and is the foundation of our whole price
structure. When costs go down prices should
go down. When costs go up prices have got

Economic trends—Corporate earnings based
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to rise or production is stopped. Now, if you
will refer to the table, you will see what has
been going on.

The table referred to is as follows:

on average quarter, 1939; others based 1935-39

Rotail | Labor cost Factory Increase in | Increase in
Year and month Cost of food er unit of | pay rolls per| corporate corporale
living o ndustrial employed earnings earnings
P production worker after taxes | before taxes
1040 Pereent Percent
T Ty e e e e BT S 100 05 097. 5
February ... 100 g 8. 3
M 100 96 98.2
100 96 07.3
100 a7 95.0
100 98 93. 4
100 i 06, 0
100 96 9. 0
100 07 101. 8
100 O 101. 5
100 96 102.2
101 L4 108. 6
101 8 105 0
101 ] 14, 2
101 98 102.7
102 101 106. 9
103 102 110. 4
105 106 113.9
105 107 118. 1
106 108 119. 4
108 111 121.1
108 112 121.3
November. ... 110 113 125. 6
1T T e e s B ek po 110 113 124. 6
January 112 116 125.1
Februar, 113 117 120.1
March.. 114 119 133. 1
April 115 120 136. 4
ay-. 11t 122 189.7
June.. 116 |, 123 142.0
July_. 117 125 144. 9
August. .. 118 124 148, 1
September.. 118 127 140.2
Oectober. ... 119 130 150.7
November.. 120 131 152.8
December. ... 120 133 156, 3
1843
January. ... St R R 121 133 155, 0 181.5 |- PP V03 101 e ch S o
ehruary 5 121 134 156, 4 184.6 8.2 309.9
Muych... = 13 137 160. 9 R L e h e N
April.. e 124 141 162.1 19L. 7 J.--o
Ry e O L e i1 125 143 164. 5 104. 5
June a 125 142 167. 3 195. 1 =
e e 124 139 165. § 194.1 -
ANl R 123 137 R T [ A e T R e

You will note that except in the column
on corporate earnings the base period taken
was the 5-year period 1935-39, the 5 years
just before the beginning of the World War.
During that period, agriculture was not far
from an all-time low with an average per
capita net income of $172, including Gov-
ernment payments, as compared with non-
farm per capita income of $623. So you can
see agriculture had a long way to go before
it reached a comparable starting point. Now,
let us see what the table reveals. Following
the outbreak of the war, industry took a
gpurt. Wages went up somewhat, but be-
cause of the increased volume the cost per
unit of output went down. These figures
are shown in the fourth and fifth columns.
Food prices were below the previous 5-year
average, which I pointed out was near an
all-time low, and the cost of lving remained
level until December of 1940, when it went
up 1 percent.

Let us look at those 1940 figures a moment
and notice what happened. Everything
stayed fairly level till midyear with costs of
finished products going down because of in-
creased volume, Then both wages and earn-
ings started to rise sharply. It was not the
cost of living that sent them wup. That
remained stationary, with food prices very
low. Had labor and Industry been content
with reasonable levels, and reduced the price
of the industrial product as increased volume
reduced coste; the result would have been a

decreased cost of living, and we would have
developed a healthy low-price level, a con-
dition which contributes toward abundance,
By the end of the year, labor had increased
its per capita income 20 percent, industry
had increased its net income 62 percent, the
cost of consumers’ goods had risen 10 percent
in 6 months to an index of 103.6, and the
cost of living had started up, but food prices
were still very low. Labor and industry had
led cut in a sharp upward swing,

Of course, this affected all costs, including
farm costs, and unless the upward swing of
labor and industry could be halted, farm
prices had to rise or farmers would be closed
out. The trend continued. By midspring
retail food prices had gone up to the 6-year
pre-war average and the cost of living had
gone up 2° percent. The increase in the
cost per unit of production had gone up
akout T percent, and wages approXximately 22
percent, By midyear the cost of food had
gone up to 6 percent, the cost of living to &
percent, the labor income per individual had
gone up to 33.5 percent—the labor cost of the
finished product had gone up 13.9 percent,
and corporate earnings had gone up 67.4 per=
cent. About this time we began to star
efforts at price control.

The Leon Henderson philosophy entered
the picture. He made the position of the
administration very clear in a letter to the
chairman of the House Appropriations Com-

mittee in which he argued that nothing
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shotld be done to control wages, and that
profits arising from increased volume should
go largely to the wage earner, Instead of re-
ducing the price to the consumer. The com-
mittee will recall how vigorously he fought
any control of wages for possibly a year or
more, until finally they had gone up 743
percent by last September as compared to
an increase in living costs of 18 percent, a
ratio of more than 4 to 1. Industrial earn-
ingg had gone to 89.2 percent, or nearly five
times as high as living costs.

Incidentally, the heads of our two great
labor unions are the chief proponents of a
demand that food costs be rolled back 10
points to the level of last September, while
industrial labor income per individual has
increased 20 points during this same period
and the cost per unit of manufactured pro-
ducilon has increased 15 points. Farm costs
have gone up far more than the 10 points
they are demanding, although I do not have
exact figures upon farm cost increase.

But let us return to the table about mid-
year 1941, From that point on you will
note that food prices have increased faster
than the cost of living, although at no time
have they ever increased anywhere near as
fast as the Income of individual wage work-
ers or corporate earnings. The increase has
been less than half as fast. The reason for
the increase is fairly plain. The farmer was
being hit from two directions. His cost of
living was being forced up the same as that
of everybody else, and he had had to con-
tend with the sharpest increase in wages of
any domestic industry. In fact, except for
ocean transportation where bonuses are paid

- for entering the war zones, farm wages ex-
ceed all others in rate of increase by a wide
margin. 'The following table shows the 10
Industries having the highest rate of wage
increaze since 1941:

Percent
Water transportation.._____.________ 96.7
Farm labor s 81.1

Quarrying and nonmetallic mining__.. 61.5

Anthracite mining_ o ceveoev e 72.0
All mnhnfnﬂfnring 59.5
All durable manufacturlng ____________ 59.2
Bituminous mining - 59.2
Bhipbuilding e 58.7
Textile mill products..mcececemrenae 53.0
Iron and steel .. . 51.5

But note that farm wages have gone up
81.1 percent, the highest of all. Thus it
will be seen that farm costs have been under
terrific upward pressure, and this must be
reflected In food prices if we are to have
food. Let us return to the first table.
Three things stand out very clearly.

1. The cost of living did not advance a
eingle point until labor and industry bad
led ocut and attained a di=zzy pace.

2, Food prices stayed down for some
months until the increased cost of living and
increased wages forced them up.

3. We have been on a rizing spiral ever since
lzbor and industry set the pace, but through-
out this whole period labor costs, labor in-
come, and corporate earnings have gone up
from two to four times as fast as the in-
crease in living costs.

Labor and industry started the upward
swing months ahead of agriculture and be-
fore there was an increase in the cost of
living, and they have continued to lead the
field by a very wide margin to this day.
Lebor is still going up three or four times as
fast as the cost of living, and is threatening
sirikes if it cannot get increases or a roll-
beck on food prices,

The suprising thing abkout it all iIs that
while we are having substantlal inflation of
wages and corporate earnings, food, which is
being so severely attacked, is the least to
blame. We are still the best fed Nation on
earth and we are spending the lowest percent
of our income for food. In fact, we are
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spending & lower percent of our income for
food than ever before.

Mr. Chairman, with these daily blasts
going out from Members of Congress and
others in high places, charging the
farmer and his friends in Congress with
being responsible for food shortages, ex-
cessive prices, and a hundred other
things, is it any wonder that the farmers
generally, throughout the country, are
bewildered?

While farmers generally recognize that
to win the war, food is as necessary as
guns, and while they are determined to
produce foods to the limit of their phys-
ical and financial ability, they are now
so bewildered that they cannot intelli-
gently plan for the future; and this, in
my humble judgment, is because of the
fact that there have been so many con-
flieting and shifting policies established
and so many conflicting statements
made by the Washington officials.

To obtain maXimum production of
food in 1944 it is necessary for farmers
to know that, except as affected by
drouths, floods, pests, and other uncon-
trollable forces, the prices they receive
will be sufficient at least to cover pro-
duction costs.

Mr. Chairman, I suggested at the out-
set that in my humble judgment this so-
called consumer subsidy program strikes
at the very vitals and fundamentals nec-
essary to the preservation of our form
of Government. There can be no com-
promise, This Congress must act, and
act now, firmly and decisively, on this
fundamental issue. We will either stand
steadfast for the free enterprise sys-
tem, or we will surrender to a system of
planned economy and one based on na-
tional socialism. There can be no half-
way compromise; and I am not willing to
surrender to this totalitarian scheme at
the rate of $900,000,000 a year, as has
been suggested by my colleague from
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY].

Few people realize how far we have
traveled in this country during the last
decade—we have been following a rough
and rocky path, step by step, which one
after another of the European nations
have trod; and in my opinion such a
course can only lead to the same destina-
tion that it has led them over there, and
that is to bankruptey and ruin.

We have allowed our Government to
expand its activities into every branch
of free enterprise, and to expand ifs
domination over every activity of the
private citizen. We have allowed the
administration that promised to reduce
by 25 percent the cost of Government in
peacetimes to double and triple our cost
of Government and our taxes. We have
furnished the money for an overex-
panding bureaucracy until there are
hundreds of thousands of bureaucrats
and gestapos at our elbows day and
nigh, telling us what we can and can-
not do, until we are no longer able to
conduct business on a compeftitive basis
as was intended under our system.

If we continue fo adopt such totali-
tarian philosophy, we will not only de-
stroy our own Government, but we will
also destroy our ability to help the peo-
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ples in the other countries to establish
for themselves a government that will
contribute to their progress. If we can-
not help the Europeans by an example of
honest constitutional government, we
certainly cannot help them by adopting
their own failing, totalitarian philosophy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. SLAUGHTER].

Mr. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman,
during my limited service in the House,
I have never seen nor heard a bill dis-
cussed as fully, as well, or as inteili-
gently as the one that has been under
discussion for the past 2 days. Though
I cannot agree with the conclusions
reached by the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Parman], in my opinion
he has done a good job in marshaling as
best he can the facts and circumstances
that might be built up for subsidies.
Likewise, and by the same token, I have
never heard a better prepared address
nor a more scholarly one than was de-
livered this morning by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. MonroneY]. Not
only in the case of these gentlemen but
so far as the other advocates of the sub-
sidy program are concerned, I ascribe
good motives to their proposition and to
the position they have taken; further-
more, I concede the proposition that they
may be correct in their position, but in
conceding that there may be valid rea-
sons that could be given in support of
their position, for they may be right, and
we who oppose the subsidies may be
wrong—we come in the last analysis to
the proposition that all we can do in this
body is to sit in the position of a jury,
listen to the evidence in the committee
and to the arguments in this Chamber,
then make up our mind as to where we
are.

Personally I think there is a lot of
underbrush that can and should be swept
aside on both sides of this argument.
There are arguments that have been ad-
vanced by both sides which are totally
fallacious. For instance, I heard some of
the opponents of the suhsidy program,
with whom I line up in this fight, make
the statement that the subsidy program
robs the farmer of his independence. I
cannot see that there is very much weight
in that argument because it is a mat-
ter of common knowledge that in years
gone by the farmers were quick to take
the A, A, A. payments, the corn-hog
money and any other benefits that a
subsidy provided. Consequently, the
argument is totally erroneous. On the
other hand, it seems to me that the argu-
ment of the Treasury is very far afield
when the administration speaks on the
one hand about dangerous money, four-
fifths of which they say is in the hands
of persons earning less than four or five
thousand dollars a year, and should be
siphoned off, while at the same time it
advocates subsidies to decrease the cost
of living of this same group. I say the
administration may be correet on either
proposition, but not on beth, for these
two positions are as far apart as the poles
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and are as inconsistent as any two posi-
tions can be.

In the last analysis the true reason
and the true argument that can and
should be advanced against subsidies
and which, in my humble judgment, will
stand up against any aftack, involves
two propositions: First, any subsidy that
could conceivably be borne by the Fed-
eral Treasury would be futile. It has
bheen estimated a subsidy of $485,000,000,
a half-billion doliars, would reduce the
cost of living of a family of four just 30
cents a week, which is a negligible
amount, of course. Even if the amount
were broadened to the extent of a billion
dollars, it would mean about 60 cents
a week for a family of four. But over
and above that, there is a principle that
goes far deeper and which, in my judg-
ment, is far more dangerous.

It has been argued here by the pro-
ponents of subsidies that this country
has always had subsidies. Perhaps that
is true. They have pointed out that the
railroads were subsidized; they pointed
out that various other groups have re-
ceived the benefits of subsidies, but they
overlook one important proposition.
Let us take the railroads, for instance;”
the railroads which were receiving the
subsidy were receiving it from the great
majority of people who were paying it
and were not on the receiving end, con-
sequently there was of necessity always
a watchdog or a potential watchdog in
reserve to stop that subsidy and to check
it. The day we start to give subsidies to
every man, woman, and child in this
country, we set up the greatest lobby
that has ever been conceived, a lobby
whose strength and power exceed all
imagination and which will in time
swallow up and bankrupt this entire
Government. It takes a lot less courage
today, I submit, to turn down this pro-
posal when times are good and every-
one employed than it will when six or
seven million people are unemployed. If
we take this step now, we are just
scratching the surface and opening the
doors, and when this war is over and
when the inevitable reaction sets in,
we will be faced with a situation that, in
my judement, will swallow up the na-
tional solvency of this country.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my own remarks in
the Recorp and to include certain tables
prepared by myself. )

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr, ANDERSON]?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, the vote on this matter for a
person who operates a farm and who,
therefore, may be regarded as having a
selfish interest is not a particularly easy
one. I only wish to say in explanation
of my position that I am one of those
Members of the House who originally
voted for the so-called Gore bhill to con-
trol all prices. I believed then and I be-
lieve now that it was the best bill that
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has been before this House. I was one
of 68 who went down in slaughter when
that bill came to the floor of the House.

I voted against the first price-control
bill because I thought it was not a good
bill. It involved no flrm control of
either labor or farm prices, as I saw it,
and I felt it would not work. I voted
subsequently to sustain the President’s
veto of a commodity credit bill because
I felt we had a right to experiment with
the problem of subsidies and see whether
or not they would work while there was
a serious effort being made by the War
Labor Board to hold the line. It has
only been when I have seen that effort
to hold the line completely fail, when I
have observed that wages were continu-
ing to go on up beyond the figures of
the War Labor Board, that I concluded
it was my responsibility as a Member of
the House to vote for this bill which the
Banking and Currency Committee has
brought out.

I have a number of telegrams and a
number of messages. I shall not try to
read them all. I have a telegram here
from the president of the New Mexico
Cattle Growers Association, E. G. Hay-
ward, pleading with me to go along with
the western groups of livestock men. If
reads in part:

Sincerely hope you will go along with New
Mexico livestock and farming interests in
opposing farm subsidies. It is a noteworthy
fact that at the Senate Agricultural Commit-
tee hearing all farm and livestock groups of
the entire United States are of one opinion
in their opposition to farm subsidies. The
uncertainties and lack of confildence in the
minds of the feeder hbuyers caused by O.
P. A. regulations of live price ceilings, roll-
backs, and the subsidy program have caused
stagnation in the cattle sales in New Mexico.
We are faced with 3- to 5-cent drop in price
of feeder calves and no sales or no demand
even at these reduced prices,

E. G. HAYWARD,
President,
New Mexico Catltle Growers Association.

I found during the time I was at home
this summer that the farmers.seemed to
have some things bothering them, and
during that time I went to several farm-
bureau meetings to meet with the farm-
ers and to find out what those problems
were. Every time the farmers asked me
to vote against subsidies, and every time
I stood up and argued with them that I
had voted for subsidies to hold prices
down and control inflation, and that as
the matter was then being conducted, I
was going to continue to vote for sub-
sidies. But I based that on one thing,
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a proviso .that the line be strictly held
and there be no increases in wages or
other prices. I do not have to tell this
group that it did not take me all summer
to find out that this line had nof been
strictly held,

I received on the 6th day of August a
quotation on alfalfa seed of 28 cents a
pound. I received on the 26th of Au-
gust a guotation of 40 cents a pound. I
saw the price of cottonseed cake go com-
pletely out of sight, and I knew 'in the
terms of my own dairy that my farm was
in difficulty.

I have here a bulletin on the dairy situ-
ation published by the United States De-
partment of Agriculture for November
1943. This is not an antiquated nor a
completely cbsolete document. It is one
that just now, within the last 24 or 48
hours, has come in the mails. The very
first paragraph of it reads:

Total milk production on farms in Septem-
ber was 2.5 percent below production a year
earlier. Larger amounts of evaporated milk
and dried whole milk were produced. Nearly
all the remaining dairy products showed more
than seasonal decline and were produced in
smaller amounts than a year ago.

I could read you a great deal more from
that document to evidence that the situa-
tion in the dairy business was not too
good.

I went back to my farm from these
farmer meetings and tried to find ocut in
terms of my own experience what was
wrong. Ihope that my operation islarge
enough so I have a chance to get a cross
section. I was at that time milking be-
tween 150 and 200 cows, 173 at the period
when I made the closest check, and I
think that is sufficiently large that it gave
a chance to get a typical experience. My
dairy was about an average one. It pro-
duced an average of 8,614 pounds of milk
per cow last year, whereas the national
average was 4,576. It produced 312
pounds of butterfat per cow. Therefore,
I felt that I had a right to regard it as
a normal operation. What has hap-
pened on my place? I have prepared a
table which I intend to insert at this
point in the Recorp. It is based upon
a new formula for my dairy, a 16-percent
protein-grain mixture, which I am feed-
ing the cows. Formerly we used some
corn, but not now. It shows, based on
sales slips from stores selling feed, not
imaginary figures, that the cost per ton
of my feed mixture has changed from O¢-
tober 1941 from $39.47 to $48.29 in 1942,
and $66.60 in 1943. Here is the table:

TasLE A—Feed and labor costs by years, using 16 percent protein grain mizture

October 1941 October 1042 October 1943
Pounds
Prica Cost Price Cost Price Cost
Per ewt. "

Ground barley . . cocvcocaiimunansnaansasas $17.25 £3.50 826,25
ranindonls: S T c e 10, 50 3. 50 26,25
Wheat bran__..___._. = 4. 50 2.41 4. 82
Cottonseed meal. ....... 6. 86 3.25 0.10
Bl n i R « 1B .90 | .18

Total (ton eo8t) oo ccaraimnaaainas 48. 29 0. m_
Costs pbr hundredweight . - oo ooeeeeoo iy QUL L o 3.33
Grain cost per cow per day (6 pounds).__.{......... o o (7 S RS 199
Hay costa per to0 . _ .- aoem o oieiaamianaaa | S s o0 || SR 20, 00
Hay cost per cow per day (24 pounds)..._|..... AL S RS NE 36
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Labor costs per day per cow
Cents
October 1941 i 1
October 1942 9
October 1943 o 1214

Let me say to you that these figures
are kept by a trained accountant who
is in charge of that farm but who went
to that farm from an accounting office.
Accurate books are necessary to produce
reliable figures of this nature.

Therefore, the cost of grain per day
per cow has gone from 11 cents to 20
cents in that period. The cost of hay
per day per cow has gone from 9.6 cents
to 36 cents.

You may say, “Where do you get the
basic figures?” To you people who do
not keep cows and dairies, may I ex-
plain that we feed a cow 2 pounds of
alfalfa per day for each 100 pounds of
weight, and a 1,200-pound cow would
take 24 pounds of alfalfa daily on that
basis.

To get sufficient protein we have to
feed that cow 6 pounds of grain per day.
These figures, then, are based upon ac-
curate studies and based also upon the
best known methods of feeding in a dairy.

My labor costs have been easy to com-
pute. In 1941 I paid milkers 7 cents per
day per cow. In 1942 I paid 9 cents per
day per cow. Sensing a labor shortage,
I put in milking machines in the early
part of that year. This year my costs
have gone to 1215 cents per day per cow.
I give you those figures because I think
it may interest you to see what the prob-
lem has been,

What does the daily production cost
become? I find that my daily produc-
tion cost—and here again I will insert
the table in the Recorp at this point—
for producing eighty-five one-hun-
dredths of a pound of butterfat was 30
cents in 1941 for feed and grain, 47 cents
in October of 1942, and 71 cents in 1943—
from 20 cents to 71 cents. This is the

table:
Daily production costs

October

1941 | 1942 | 1043

Cents | Cents | Cenls

Alfalfa hay, 24 pounds._____________| 0.6 |26 [36.0

6 (‘ont ain, 6 pounds. L8 | 14.4|10.9
P Sl ?.1' ..... " - 7.0 9.0 | 125
lellsmous ..... L7 20| 3.0

Cost of producing 0.854 pound

of butterfat. ... -130.1 | 47.0 | TL 4

Cetober price per pcnnd “of butter-

fat, 1041, 52 cents 1942, 80 cents;
IDiS. B2 ce:

Frice u-teiwd for 0.851% pound of

batteriat e e 53.01 | 68.4 | 78.66
Margin per day per cow ... Z......|22.01 | 21.4 |17.20
Feed anﬁ labor cost of produch:e 1

pound butterfat in October 1943. 84.0
Lo et b g PR A BT, oy gLt Stk ) 02.0

1 Qut of margin farmer must insurance, taxes, in-
terest on investment, water, gas, lights, fence upkeep,
milkmﬁsmachmu upkoep, deliv e:} expense, kegping of
the bulls and calves, ete.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has ex-
pired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 additional minutes to the
gentleman from New Mexico.
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Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico.
Here, then, is our problem: The 7.26-
cent margin per cow per day plus 855
percent of an 11-cent subsidy—this be-
ing the amount of subsidy per pound of
butterfat when the subsidy is 40 cents
per hundred pounds of fluid milk—still
leaves us behind our gross profit for the
years 1941 and 1942, A Y%-cent increase
per quart, or approximately 8 cents per
pound of butterfat, would mean an in-
crease in the daily income per cow of
85.5 percent of 8 cents, or 6.84 cents.

This figure added to the 7.26-cent margin

plus the 9.4-cent subsidy would produce a
total margin of 23.50 cents per day, which
is approximately the 1841 margin of
2291 cents. Since this margin must
take care of the keep of bulls, calves, the
upkeep of machinery, the expense of de-
livery, the cost of gas, light, and water,
an even greater increase on margin
would be indicated, and certainly noth-
ing less would bring any degree of parity.

It could be argued that the figures I
have given are not typical, or it might
be contended that, even though they are
based on actual sales slips for milk and
on feed bills for which checks have been
wr;it.ten. they are not completely accu-
rate.

Fortunately, I have an extremely good
check on my calculations, A former
Member of this House, the Honorable
Albert G. Simms, and Mrs. Simms, the
former Ruth Hanna McCormick, also a
former Member of this House, are the
owners of another Albugquerque dairy.
They conduct a businesslike, progressive,
well-managed establishment, a model in
every way. I wish I could insert all the
figures which Mr. Simms has supplied
me, but the interesting fact is that they
confirm almost to a penny_the figures
which my own dairy has developed.

The Simms Dairy uses a ration which
gives the average milk cow 10 pounds of
mixed grain, 25 pounds of alfalfa, and 40
pounds of corn silage each day. The
cost of that feed mixture in August 1942,
according to the books of the dairy, was
40 cents and in August of 1943 was 87
cents. My corresponding figures were
36 cents in 1942 and 56 cents in 1943, but
I use a mixture which does not produce
as great a volume of milk, and my feed
costs are therefore slightly lower.

On the other hand, labor costs at the
Simms Dairy are slightly higher than my
costs due to the fact that there are more
machine operations and that ensilage is
fed to the cattle. The labor cost per
cow per day for August 1942 at the
Simms Dairy was 12.3 cents and in
August 1943 was 19.3 cents. Adding

_these amounts, the feed and labor costs

per cow per day was 52.3 cents in 1942
and $1.063 in 1943, :

From these we can calculate the feed
and labor cost of a pound of butterfat.
The cows at the Simms Dairy produce
35 pounds of milk per day, and in August
this milk would contain an average of
3.6 percent butterfat. Therefore, the
cost of 100 pounds of fluid milk in 1942
was $1.50 and in 1943 was $3.04. The
cost of producing a pound of butterfat
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in August 1942 was 42 cents and in
August 1943 was 84 cents.

To me the interesting part of these fig-
ures is the fact that my feed and labor
costs for producing 1 pound of butterfat
in October 1943 and Mr. Simms’ cost rec-
ords for producing a pound of butterfat
in August of 1943 were exactly the same
figure, 84 cents.

I did not stop there. I checked with
George W. Barte, L. G. Zartman, J. S.
Bowers, G. W. Thatcher, and other milk
producers at Albuquerque to get the fig-
ures. Every dairy operator uses a little
different feed mixture, makes available a
little more or a little less ensilage, uses a
little more or a little less hired labor, and
the figures are not completely uniform,
but they follow very closely the pattern
of the two dairies I have just listed.
Their figures show that the total feed and
labor costs for 100 pounds of milk were
$2.19 in 1941, $2.67 in 1942, and $3.17 in
1943. When you realize that 100 pounds
of fluid milk would produce about 4
pounds of butterfat at 92 cents a pound,
or $3.68 in 1943 as against a cost of $3.77
for labor and feed alone, you realize what
the farmer was up against because to
that deficit must be added his costs for
power, light, insurance, transportation,
the keeping of bulls, and a whole host of
other items.

When I saw those fizures I began to
undersiand the opposition of farmers to
subsidies. The subsidy is used to cure
what O, P, A. should have cured by an
inerease in the price of milk. The diffi-
culties are never the same in every town.
The subsidy cannot be evenly spread, and
the farmer is always getting just a little
bit less than his average costs because of
the temptation to keep the subsidy low.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. I
yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I believe
this is the sort of information the Mem-
bers of the House are glad to receive. I
believe that this is the sort of informa-
tion that really does us good. I compli-
ment the gentleman from New MexXico on
his splendid address.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. May I ask the gen-
tleman, who is a very practical producer,
Is he more likely to maintain and pro-
duce an increased production of milk
and milk products under a marketing
‘mechanism which does not force him to
use subsidies, or is he more likely to ex-
pand production under a subsidy pro-
gram such as now proposed by the ad-
ministration?

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. Ican
answer that very quickly. I will say that
I would not expand my dairy production
under the subsidy program. I had about
determined that I was going to have to
sell a large portion of my dairy herd,
and may have to follow Secretary Mor=-
genthau’s example and still do it, because
the subsidy is inflexible. It cannot be
quickly adapted to changing conditions,
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and is generally applied evenly over an
entire area, whereas you may have one
individual pocket where prices are inad-
equate that is causing all the trouble.
Milk prices in my home town are not
sufficient. Milk prices in some other
towns in my State seem ample, and in
other towns may be more than sufficient.
Yet when the subsidy was put on, every
town was treated alike, The town where
Senator HatcH lives, the town of Clovis,
N. Mex., was probably worse hit than any
city in the Sate, but received the same
subsidy as did any other city. It is that
inflexible part of the subsidy that I do
not like. A free commerce will let prices
seek the level that local conditions may
require.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr, DONDERO, If that applies to the
gentleman it will apply to all other farm-
ers having dairy herds.

Mr. ANDERSON of New Mexico. I do
not know as to that. I only know how it
hit me.

_ Mr. DONDERO. Has the gentleman
allowed, as part of the cost, depreciation
and the cost of maintenance of his cap-
ital structure?

Mr. ANDERSON of New MeXico. I
have not handled it that way exactly,
no; but I have tried to figure what a
businessman would do if he were trying
to calculate the costs, and I have found
that the situation has grown progres-
sively worse. Even with the subsidy I
am in far worse shape today than I was
in 1941, and have plenty of figures to
produce the evidence to show that that
is correct.

The farmer's great difficulty has been
that once the price of milk is fixed, the
items entering into the price of milk con-
tinue to advance. We were given a price
of milk based upon certain developed
costs, and then the price of cottonseed
cake, of alfalfa, of labor, and of about
everything else that has entered into the
production of milk was allowed gradu-
ally to rise, with the result that what
might have been a fair price in January
of 1942 became an unfair price in Janu-
ary of 1943, and that by the time it was
corrected in the middle of 1943, prices
had already gone up on other products
so that it was again completely out of
line,

I do not think that the administration
could have selected a betfer man than
Judge Marvin Jones to administer the
subsidy program and to have assumed
responsibility for the production of food.
But he cannot work miracles—sympa-
thetic as he is to the problems of the
farmer.

When one price gets out of line, other
prices have to be adjusted. Because we
did not have one over-all and all-power-
ful regulating agency, we found individ-
ual price increases whittling away at the
relationship between production costs
and selling costs on almost every item
that the farmer has produced. The re-
sult has been the picture that The Dairy
Situation for Novemiber 1943 gives us.
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I quote now from page 4 of the November
issue:

Reflecting the lowest production per cow
for October 1 since 1939 and the lowest per-
centage of cows milked on that date in 156
years, total milk production of farms in SBep-
tember is estimated at 9,2566,000,000 pounds.
This was a decline of 12.5 percent from Au-
gust, compared with a normal decline of 10
percent.

On page 5 we find an item with ref-
erence to butter production. It reads:

Butter production in September was 126,-
485,000 pounds, the lowest for that month
since 1931.

That is the story all the way along the
line, and it will be the story until prices
are allowed to reach the point where the
farmer can find if attractive to retain
his herds and develop, rather than de-
crease, his production.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has again
expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DiTTer] may
extend his remarks at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DITTER, Mr. Chairman, the is-
sue before the House is a simple one—
will subsidies provide a sound and sub-
stantial barrier to further inflationary
trends? On this issue I find myself in
disagreement with the President. He has
sent a lengthy message to the Congress
urging the adoption of a subsidy pro-
gram. The President’s message is skill-
fully drawn. It is a perfect specimen of
capable craftsmanship—a persuasive
campaign document. Certain assertions
are made which are so obvious that to
take exception to them would be fool-
hardy. Ifind it difficult, however, to find
the pertinency of some of these state-
ments to the issue before us. The Presi-
dent declares that food is a weapon of
war. That is a self-evident fact. I am
at a loss, however, to see how the grant-
ing of a subsidy will produce more of
these weapons of war. I am in agree-
ment with the assertion that the dis-
asters of inflation should be avoided.
But that asserfion does not answer the
question which concerns me: How will
subsidies aid in the control of the flood
of purchasing power let loose by an ever-
increasing wage program in a market of
decreasing available goods? Other in-

stances might be cited of immaterial

assertions.

The President’s message would have
been much more convincing had it said
in so many words how subsidies would
halt the flow of purchasing power, how
subsidies would let loose a larger volume
of purchasable goods, how subsidies
would produce one additional bushel of
wheat or corn, how taking funds out of
the taxpayer’s pocket, administering the
funds by a Federal agency with its at-
tendant cost, and then distributing the
balance of the fund as a subsidy, amounts
to anything other than a financial fal-
lacy. One might imagine that subsidies
were like the manna in the wilderness—
a providence of God. Make no mistake
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about it, this is not the case. Subsidies,
like all other Federal funds gathered by
the taxpayer, are earned in the sweat of
every man who labors and of every
woman, too.

As I contemplate the concern mani-
fested by the administration over the
dangers of inflation, I cannot dismiss
from my mind the general loose and easy
money policies—inflationary policies—
which have characterized the New Deal
from the beginning. An easy spending
policy is inevitably an inflationary
policy.

I realize that many feel it is futile to
attempt to change the fixed policy of
the administration—the policy which ig-
nores completely the stress and strain
imposed on the men and women who pay
taxes by every additional dollar of Fed=-
eral expenditure.

It might be vain in this day of wildcat
spending, of political juggling, to urge
caution in appropriations, but the time
will come when the fallacy of subsidizing
our existencewill be brought home to the
American people with just as much
forcefulness as the worthlessness of
W. P. A. leaf raking proved to be a few
years ago. It may be useless at this time
to advocate common sense, but I am
convinced the time will come when our
people will see all too clearly that a cost-
of-living standard which depends on
Government grants cannot be sub-
stantial,

Gratuities and bounties have always
appeared to be the way of life of the New
Deal. Today the administration sounds
a warning against inflation—a condition
which has already been felt by every
householder in the land. The condition
is a critical one. The President insists
that subsidies will provide a remedy for
the threatened ills. The suggested rem-
edy is in line with the New Deal’s usual
policy—spend, give gratuities of one kind
or another—to give strength to the im-
potency of the New Deal.

It is well known that recent policies of
the administration in dealing with cer-
tain labor demands has resulted in mak-
ing greater the purchasing power of the
people. I find it difficult to grasp the
genuineness of concern over inflation in
the light of what appears to be a fixed
policy in other fields of our economic life.
What positive position has the President
taken to keep in check the purchasing
power growing directly out of the war ef-
fort? Are we to assume that one stand-
ard applies in one case and an entirely
different standard in another. Are we
to assume that additional dollars can be
pumped into the purchasing stream on
one hand, then subsidies provided such
as recommended by the President, and
the net result will be anti-inflationary?
Is this the justification for an additional
Treasury raid? How will subsidies give
strength to our people in the battle of
inflation? Can it be said that it will be
encouraging and stimulating to our
fighting men, challenged as they are to
be courageous, to learn that the drug of
subsidies must be resorted to, rather
than all-out stand against unwarranted
demands of labor leaders? Apparently
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offensives are desirable on the fighting
fronts while a delaying and retreating
action is necessary on the home front.

Try as I will I can find no other ex-
cuse for the administration’s attitude
than the political advantage that may
accrue from a “keep everybody happy”
program. I am driven to this conclu-
sion as I see the wishy-washy methods
used in dealing with every factor enter-
ing into our economic problem. Sub-
sidies are no doubt palatable. We can-
not dismiss from our minds the assur-
ances given by the President when he
urged the adoption of an emergency
price-control measure that the wage fac-
tor, admittedly a very important factor
in the inflation problem, could be left
to him. The record can speak for itself
as to the outcome of that commitment.

I cannot close without making ref-
erence to what I believe to be something
more dangerous even than the threat
of inflation. As a people we are solely
in need of a reestablishment of faith in
the integrity of Government. I do not
believe subsidies will contribute to the
reestablishment of that faith.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. FELLows].

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, I am
In favor of this bill. The House has un-
der consideration H. R. 3477, which is a
bill to continue the Commodity Credit
Corporation as an agency of the United
States, to revise the basis of annual ap-
praisal of its assets and for other pur-
poses,

One of the other purposes is found in
section 3, which prohibits the use of
funds appropriated to or borrowed by or
in custody or control of any governmen-
tal agency as a consumer subsidy. This
bill does not interfere with any operation
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
producer subsidies or loans authorized
under existing law,

The issue revolves around the question
of whether the Federal Treasury shall
pay the proposed consumer subsidies and
;:ontinue to pay those already in opera-
ion.

The question here is not one of paying
subsidies for production. The question
is not whether it is advisable to pay pro-
ducers to encourage production. The
question here is whether the consumer
shall be paid a subsidy.

The State of Maine produced, among
other things in the year 1943, more than
70,000,000 bushels of white potatoes—
enough to feed the armed forces of the
United States for a year. The official
figures indicate this required 192,000
acres. As a matter of fact the best fig-
ures indicate nearer 200,000 acres, a tre-
mendous increase over previous years,
The farmers of Maine are an alert, capa-
ble, conservative group of men and
women who believe in and love our form
of government.

These men and women are opposed to
consumer subsidies, not for selfish rea-
sons, for whether this bill is passed or
not they will not be directly affected.
They see in the efforts of certain groups
in Washington to roll back prices and
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make up the difference from the Federal
Treasury a step that will inevitably lead
to the complete socialization of agricul-
ture in America. This step toward regi-
mentation and control will lead to an-
other, until free enterprise on the farm
will be a thing of the past.

So-called consumer subsidies are al-
ready in operation to a limited extent.
On these articles the farmer receives no
more and no less. The price to the con-
sumer is reduced and the Federal Treas-
ury makes up the difference. The con-
sumer subsidy and roll-back advocated
would put upon the future taxpayers of
this country—the returning soldiers, and
others—the obligation to pay from taxes
or borrowed money a portion of the gro-
cery bills of this present generation now
employed on the home front at regular
or higher wages, the while the said sol-
diers fight at 50 a month to defend free
enterprise. It is claimed by spokesmen
of the administration that unless the
Government is -allowed to do this, the
forces of inflation will have free rein,
Why?

It does not appear why. And I have
waited in vain for some sound reason
to support that view. This has nothing
to do with placing ceilings upon articles.
The O. P. A. does that. This has noth-
ing to do with siphoning off purchasing
power. The same amount of money will
be in circulation if section 3 of this bill
is defeated. This has nothing to do with
increasing production, because the pro-
ducer takes nothing whether this bill is
passed or not.

It does have something to do with the
future of free enterprise in America.

The next avowed purpose of the ad-
ministration is to purchase some or all of
the products of the farm and sell directly
to the consumer at a loss.

If this is not socializing America, what
is it?

There is no need of extended argument
on this question. The ground has been
ably covered by the distinguished chair-
man of the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. StEAGALL] and the ranking minority
Member, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Worcorr]l, who has completely
answered the suggestion that the passage
of this bill will have a tendency to in-
crease inflation.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to relate to the House this
afternoon an incident that determined
my own convictions on the matter now
pending. Late in September I addressed
a letter to Marvin Jones, the War Food
Administrator, pointing out in my rather
humble and untutored way, that while
I pretended to be no expert in the field
of agriculture, I could see when the
grasses failed upon the range, range
cattle would have to go into market,
since the feeders could not afford to
buy them and feed them in the Corn
Belt. I indicated my best guess was it
probably would reach the peak of cattle
movement in December and that in con-
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nection therewith there would be a heavy
hog run so that the packing facilities
of the couniry would be taxed to the
limit. That I could sense already, be-
cause anyone in looking at the receipts
of 27 primary markets could observe
nearly 1,000,000 head of hogs were mov-
ing in every week. They did not neces-
sarily tax the facilities of the packing
plants. The real difficulty was that a
plant could accept no more hogs than
at the rate at which it could dispose
of the pork preducts. And # there were
no outlets manifestly there was no use
in buying more hogs than they could
slaughter and dispose of. I suggested
then to Mr. Jones that they remove all
the resirictions from pork, remove all the
rationing restrictions for a period of 90
days; let the people enjoy a succulent
pork chop for a little while. Let them
enjoy some very juicy and toothsome
bacon to their heart’s content. Let there
be a field day in pork, because we had
more hogs than at any other time in
the record of the agricultural history of
the country. Mr. Jones’ office acknowl-
edged the letter, and said they were
some rather timely and meritorious oh-
servations, but they had other plans.

They proposed to develop orderly mar-
keting through committees. I watched,
with bated breath, as we moved on into
the ficld of chaos. We are there now,
2 months later.- Did you obhserve Mr.
Jones’ release on yesterday? There is &
glut; there are too many hogs now for
our slaughter facilities. Yes, livestock
men knew that months ago even if the
Government did not know it. So it is
proposed now to say to every farmer un-
der the release issued yesterday that he
can slaughter hogs on the farm to his
heart’s content and he will require no
license to sell the meat in the market,
You observed the headlines yesterday in
the Washington newspapers to the effect
that the requirements of rationing points
on pork have been diminished by 2
points per pound. Mr. Jones did not go
far enough, nor did the O. P. A. They
should have taken them off entirely, be-
cause that is not going to meet the situa-
tion. We are moving into the danger
zone and with each passing month it gets
infinitely worse. If they make that kind
of mistake I shall not be a party to
providing any more instrumentalities to
malke any more mistakes.

We cannot afford any more mistakes.
There is an element of morale that is
involved here. There is an element of
balance .that is involved. There is an
element of confidence on the part of the
producers that is involved here and if
you disturb it too seriously, I rather fear
for the ultimate results so far as pro-
duction is concerned. Did not the Presi-
dent, after all, in his subsidy message,
admit that there was not sufficient food
to go around? And then he said there
must be enough of the right kind, at the
right time, in the right place. And those
six words mean what? They mean
planned production. And that does not
sit with the farmers of the United States
of America. To carry that out, he asked
for subsidies, and I am opposed for many
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reasons, Buf I give you this illustra-
tion of how War Food in my considered
judgment erred in meeting the present
meat problem. I feel very humble when
I let my judgment enter into contest with
that of a man so skilled in the field of
agriculture as our former beloved col-
league, Marvin Jones, yet in all humility
I say a great mistake was made. They
admif it now. They admitted it in the
release that issued from War Food yes-
terday to the country. So I reiterate, I
do not pragose to be a party to more
mistakes, I would rather err on the
other side.

There is one other aspect of this thing
thai probably has not been discussed too
Ireely. I feel like saying in the manner
and language of the Great Teacher of
iong ago, “Oh, ye of little faith.”

Have you been home recently?

I have been home for a week, Senator.
I have talked to many people.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina. I
thought you were describing yourself so
beautifully with that quotation.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have been home
visiting with people, rubbing shoulders
and enjoying that kind of fellowship that
you can get only when you go home.
Probably several thousand people were
in those little groups where I visited. Not
one mentioned subsidies and not one
asked for subsidies. Not one confessed
his defeatism and was willing to go on
record to have a son or daughter some-
where far afield fighting for the preser-
vation of this Republic, to come back and
be apprised that we were going to depend
on them m the days to come to shoulder
the grocery bill of the present generation.

No, there is no such defeatism out in
the country. You find it only in one
place in the United States, that is in the
slightly effate atmosphere of the United
States Capital. You do not find it any-
where else, Folks are not asking for it.

I examined the remarks of the major-
ity leader with a great deal of interest.
That is, the remarks he made at the in-
ception of the debate on yesterday. He
said, we should not criticize too freely,
too caustically unless we had a program
to substitute therefor. I have a program.
I will tell you what I will substitute for
subsidies. Notwithstanding the fact that
the President of the United States said in
that 12.000-word message that War Food,
the O. P. A. and the Director of Stabili-
zation, and the Department of Agricul-
ture were handling this very nicely, I
still would concentrate authority and
channelize it in some one experienced
head. Bring it all together. It is a jig-
saw puzzle today. I can establish it out
of such a humble commodity as pulp-
wood. The men who wield the axes and
make them shiny on the butt of a tree
were getting $6 a ton for pulpwood in
central Illinois.

Somebody in Washington decided that
$3.35 a ton would be about enough.
What happened? The axes were covered
with grease and placed up in the tool
sheds not to be used again. Then I
was advised by the agency here that
there was a mistake in construing and
interpreting the regulation that had been
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gotten out. Just a little confusion; but
the mistake has been persisting for
weeks and weeks and the program of
cutting a tree a day to meet the paper
shortage is failing of eventuation at the
present time. That is the trouble right
now. I saw it and I visited with the
head of a timber project only 2 or 3 days
ago out home and got the whole story.

Now if we had concentration, so that
instead of having a jigsaw puzzle we
would have some symmetrical, well-
Jjoined program on every food front, how
much better it would be.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield the gentle-
man 5 additional minutes.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr, DIRKSEN. Iyield briefly.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Does the gentleman think there is an
economist or statesman or businessman,
even in the Republican Party or any-
where else in the United States, that
could stand the assault made upon him
by the greed of the country, if he was
given all the power you say ought to be
consolidated in him?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The party is filled
with men of courage and fortitude to do
the job, because for the last 12 years
they have had to develop that fortitude
on the basis of what has been happen-
ing in the country. Yes; there are
many in Congress. The steam roller
used to go over us so frequently that it
developed fortitude and determination to
preserve the sane, sound American way
of doing business in a climate of freedom.
So, I think we could find many who could
do the joh. Certainly we need experi-
enced people who know something about
livestock and about butter and about
food, who are going to issue these direc-
tives. We have made some progress in
the O. P. A. I asked Mr. Bowles re-
cently for a report on bringing experi-
enced personnel into O. P. A. I shall
not be satisfied until more business ex-
perience, more perspective, permeates
and impregnates this whole Federal
structure.

Secondly, there should be a revision of
control on a lot of these items. There
are 800 items, as I understand, now un-
der O. P. A. control, but is it not amazing
that about 90 percent of all the food
sales virtually consist of 20 commodities?
And yet we build up a great adminis-
trative wilderness here in dealing with
this whole food program with all its
consequent confusion.

Next, instead of having the cart be-
fore the horse as we have been doing for
2 years let us just stop 'nd unhitch that
horse and pul the horse where it belongs.
Nailing down prices at the consumer level
while at every step of production from
the farm through the cannery, the pack-
ing plant, the processor, the broker, the
jobber, the distributor, it is not nailed
down—how can it be reasonably ex-
pected to stop the inflationary process
when there is no control over any prices
outside of the simple business of push-
ing food across a retailer’s counter?
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The majority leader said we must be
responsible for inflation if we vote for
the pending bill. We have had inflation
for the last 2 years. Prices have gone up
33 percent; on green vegetables and
fruits they went up 84 percent. If you
are going to eliminate the black market,
you are going to have to straighten out
O. P. A, putting the emphasis on essen-
tial things, getting away from a lot of
things that ought not to have any em-
phasis whatever today. Then we can
see more clearly ahead and keep this
thing in line.

In addition to a centralized food au-
thority, experienced personnel to handle
food problems at every level, an over-all
simplification of rationing, the manage-
ment of controls at various levels of food
production and processing, there should
be some kind of synchronization between
rationing and production.

Thus far our thinking on rationing
has been but a device to divide as equi-
tably as possible the available supplies.
But why not gear it to preduction? The
value of a point will determine where
the production emphasis must be placed
and that, of course, brings us to the heart
of the program for meeting our present
problem, namely, production.

The answer to the whole program is
production. Say what you like, you can-
not meet this inflation problem by any
other means except production unless
you want to siphon off in the form of
taxes all the money that people earn, or
immobilize most of their income. But if
you siphon off their income who is going
to buy $17,000,000,000 of bonds in each
War bond drive? Will somebody an-
swer that question? Politically, eco-
nomically, socially, that does not seem to
be the expedient thing. So you go back
to the whole question of production all
over again and we are not going to solve
it until a little more common sense per-
vades some policies that have been in
effect. .

I have a letter from a mother. One
boy in the Army out in New Guinea: a
younger boy helping to run a 200-acre
farm. In October they were filling the
silo. It collapsed and fell on this young-
ster and he died right there. A heavy
mortgage on the farm. She sent me a
note saying:

Mr. DIRKSEN, can you get my other son out
of the service? Who is going to operate this
farm?

I tried to get him out. I failed.

I went out to see another farm when I
was home. It is 480 acres in extent with
perhaps 500 head of livestock. The one
who was left on the farm has infantile
paralysis to such a degree that his frame
is firmly stooped over and his eyes always
look at the ground. He said: “Can you
not get my one brother out of the service?
If you do not,” he said, “this farm goes
on the block.”

And it is on the block right now.

Can we not get some of these farm
boys out of the service? Otherwise how
can we solve this problem of production?
It is in proportion as produce moves into
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the market that you are going to deal ef-
fectively with inflation and the infla-
tionary prospects that arise from the
monetization of a debt of hundreds of
billions through the banks of the coun-
try. That in my judement is the only
fair, reasonable, durable answer and not
this business of reaching into the Fed-
eral Treasury for the purpose of paying
subsidies upon the food that we eat in
this generation.

The argument against subsidies has
been thoroughly explored. They but
add to the infiationary forces already
at work. They create an aggravated
problem for the future when removed.
Ii they remain, after the war terminates,
it but means that we have a permanent
problem on our hands. They apply to
only certain commodities and the sta-
tistics offered on this whole subject are
not too accurate because the black mar-
ket operations are not revealed. They
deal mainly with end resulis and not
with basic causes. They ignore the very

- basic fact that in a wartime economy

production is and must be the primary
consideration,

Let us not stray from the basic rem-
edy. It is preduction and more produc-
tion and that means a fair price, ade-
guate manpower and ample machinery.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. Murpockl] as he may
desive.

Mr. MURDOCK. My, Chairman, for
me it is well that I shall have at least
2 days to read the debates in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD over the week end be-
fore this bill is read for amendments and
the final vote is taken. During the last
2 days I have listened through most of
these debates and find myself confused.
Therefore I am promising myself that I
shall reread tomorrow and Sunday what
Members have said here on this bill in
general debate. I do feel we have a lot
of discussion pro and con available for
study, but I shall need it with this highly
controversial proposal.

This bill, or at least that part of it in
section 3 dealing with subsidies, is very
technical as well as highly controversial.
I have heard it said many times on the
floor of this House through the 7 momen-
tous years during which I have been a
Member, “The bill before us is of para-
mount importance and of more vital con-
cern to the welfare of our country than
any other measure we have been called
upon to vote for a long time.,” Well, I
think really that such is true of this
measure, for I regard it as of great sig-
nificance and of outstanding importance,
even in the midst of those other momen-
tous measures we have been called upon
to consider during the last half-dozen
fateful years in American history. Why
do I think so? Because I believe that
our war upon inflation is as meaningful
to our country as the military war against
the Axis foes.

Mr. Chairman, an intimate knowledge
of economics, business, human nature,
and the perils of the sitfuation should be
had by each one of us before casting this
vote. Much as we have discussed it the
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last 2 days my mind is not made up. I
do need more time to sleep on it and to
think over it. Where such a life-and-
death situation confronts our Nation we
ought to bring science and sense rather
than politics and prejudice to bear on
our thinking, Which will determine our
vote?

I had some questions of an elementary
kind which I intended to place before you
in an extension of remarks 2 days ago,
but neglected to do so in time for any
to answer during general debate. How-
ever, I will insert them in the Recorp to-
night with the hope that someone before
the vote is taken can enlighten me on
the matters involved.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks in
the RECORD.

The CHATRMAN, Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MappEN] as he de-
sires.

Mr., MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, in the
discussion on the floor of the House yes-
terday and today regarding the con-
tinuance of the Commedity Credit Cor-
poration, I have heard references to pro-
ducer subsidies and consumer subsidies
which I believe are misnomers. The
so-called subsidies involved in this legis-
lation are war subsidies and should be
referred to as war subsidies. Outside
of the fighting front, the greatest prob-
lem of this country today is the immi-
nent threat of infiation and a complete
wrecking of our entire home economy.

I represent one of the greatest indus-
trial districts in the Unitéd States.
Thousands of men and women are en-
gaged in factories which are producing
steel, airplane parts, tanks, ammunition,
and all of the necessities that are es-
sential to the winning of this war. The
great majority of these men and women
in most instances are applying their daily
wage to the feeding, clothing, sheltering
and educating of large families. A
world war necessarily brings about an
abnormal and unusual economic up-
heaval. It is the duty of every Member
of this House to protect the millions of
men, women, and children of America
who will be thrown into impossible finan-
cial hardships if living costs are allowed
to increase beyond the present burdens
which they are now bearing without com-
plaint.

The President has courageoisly done
his duty in holding the line against the
breaking through of infiation. If this
Congress permits legislation to be passed
that will bring about unreasonable in-
crease in the price of necessities, and as a
result thereof, demands for higher wages
to meet these increases may eventually
bring about strikes and tie-up of war
production, the responsibility will rest
upon the shoulders of this Congress.

I have heard it mentioned in this dis-
cussion that it does not make any differ-
ence whether these increased war costs
are paid directly by the consumer or in-
directly through Government subsidies.
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That statement is misleading because
when increase is made on the price of
necessities, pyramiding immediately
starts to take effect.

For instance, increasing war costs
malke it necessary to pay the farmers 10
cents more for a bushel of corn. If this
increase is paid directly to the farmer by
the Government, that is the end of it.
On the other hand, if the farmer is al-
lowed an increase to 10 cents a bushel,
that is only the beginning. Ten cents
more & bushel for corn meags that the
hog raiser will have to charge more to
the packer; the packer more to the
wholesaler; the wholesaler more to the
retailer and the retailer more to the
housewife—with the cost pyramiding
along as each normal profit is added on.
This explains the President’s statement
that only eight hundred million spent for
subsidies this year saved the Government
and consumers billions of dollars.

Prices and rent ceilings, wage and farm
price stabilization, War bond buying, ra-
tioning of scarce essentials, are necessary
to preserve the economic welfare of our
country in a wartime emergency like this,
The establishment and continuance ol
wartime subsidies to keep the price of
life's necessities within reason is essential
for the rapid winning of the war. The
very fact that Congress has refused to in-
crease taxes this fall makes it doubly im-
portant to hold the line on all fronts in-
cluding prices of life’s necessities. By
paying wartime subsidies to food pro-
ducers or processors, the Nation can bring
out full production without increasing
the cost to the consumers, The amount
so paid will be but a fraction of the cost
of a general price rise which would cer-
tainly bring on new wage increases and
the spiral of economic ruination would
continue to grow.

Regardless of everything that has been
said pro and con on this legislation, I be-
lieve the above is the simplest and most
concise explanation of the necessities of
wartime subsidies.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
RasavuT].

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I will
address myself to people and food, not
to sons in the service and many other
subjects.

From every walk in life, from every
corner of my district, from rich and poor,
from professional men and laborers,
from housewives, mothers, and school
teachers, have I had this same plea—
“Hold the line,” “Beware and alert to
the new énemy on the home front—in-
flation.”

Inflation with its drastic results has,
in the course of years, left its scar upon
the nations of the world. In the First
World War, with a national debt of
thirty-two billion, the inflation portion
of the debt was $13,500,000,000 and its
effects upon the economy of our Nation is
written in the history of the recent de-
pression. An inflation of equal propor-
tion in the present war would reach the
staggering figure of $70,000,000,000 by the
end of 1943. The world knows the effect
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that uncontrolled inflation had in Ger-
many after the last war. The story
abroad of the violent effect of present
uncontrolled prices in China should be
sufficient testimony for any thinking in-
dividual.

The spiral of inflation in its attempted
rush to dizzy heights has been retarded
by the operations of O. P. A. and the sub-
sidy program, and the proof of this state-
ment is found in the low level of prices
in the present war as compared to World
War No. 1. Not even the opponents of
the subsidy program can deny this state-
ment,

Many arguments have been advanced
against food subsidies which appear con-
vincing until studied. The proponents
say subsidies will add $800,000,000 an-
nually to the public debt. Thisis a stag-
gering sum, but when placed in a relative
position to war expenditures, it dwindles
to the cost of a 3-day war operation.
The Government is the purchaser today
of three-fourths of our production.
High prices would increase tremendously
Uncle Sam’s bill. Again, the relation-
ship of the $800,000,000 to the Nation’s
expenditures for a year is dwarfed to a
small sum. With food subsidies out of
the picture, the Little Steel formula
cannot be maintained. Wage scales
would increase and Uncle Sam, being
the big purchaser, would pay the bill.
Let us remember that Uncle Sam always
makes his annual visit during the in-
come-tax period. The public debt would
grow by leaps and bounds and would
affect drastically our entire economy.

In view of the great volume of mail
encouraging me as the Representative
of the Fourteenth District of Michigan
to do all in my power to support the
food-subsidy program, I feel it unneces-
sary to refute the arguments of those
who say “I don’'t want to leave this sub-

sidy bill for my boy to pay—Ill pay -

my grocery hill now.” The truth of the
maftter is there are several grocery bills—
there is the individual's grocery bill,
there is the Army and Navy grocery bill,
and there is the lend-lease grocery bill.

Why make the long speech about the
smallest of the grocery hills, when Uncle
Sam, who is the American taxpayer, will
pay all of these grocery bills and espe-
cially will we—your boy and mine—pay
a grocery bill with a staggering total if
we have unbridled inflation. Today, I
am justifiably proud of the alertness of
the people of my district to the menace
of inflation. Surely they must know
that the income of many to a number
in excess of three million one hundred
ten thousand is absolutely fixed regard-
less of changes in economic conditions.
In that group there are the aged, the
blind, dependent children, and those on
general relief. Employees of local gov-
ernments, excluding those in the educa-
tional system, number almost 2,000,000.
There are military allotments to depend-
ents of men in the armed services to the
number of 2,000,000 and there are 860,000
in the ranks of the veterans all with fixed
incomes and a ruthless inflation would
deal harshly with them indeed.
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Throughout the country community
war chests are being collected under
quotas to supply funds for many char-
itable activities too numerous to be cited
at this time. What will happen to these
praiseworthy undertakings if the gal-
loping steed of inflation runs rampant
and renders impractical the well-intend-
ed contributions of those charitably in-
clined donors to the civic chest? Oh, my
friends, it is time to remember. Remem-
ber the aftermath of the last depression
brought about by a short-sighted policy
which resulted in the astounding figure
of $13,500,000,000, representing the infla-
tionary portion of the debt of the bill of
World War No. 1. Remember the empty
smoke stacks of the factories, remember
the apple vendors on the corner, remem-
ber the days they walked the streets in
search of work only to return each night
with the same expression—“No luck to-
day.” Remember the times that popu-
larized the song Brother, Can You Spare
aDime? Yes, my friends, this is the time
toremember. Let us not talk around this
subject, let us talk of its real phases—
subsidies for food that Uncle Sam’s hill
may be less and that the spiral of infla-
tion may be halted in its rush to the sky.
I will not attempt to advise the farmer
nor those who represent the farm dis-
tricts. Surely they have not forgotten
the deflated prices of farm commodi-
ties—the sheriff sales—and the aban-
doned homesteads that dotted the coun-
tryside. Yes, my colleagues, this is the
time to remember for inflation will bring
naught but misery for the greater num-
ber and a justifiable finger of scorn from
their fellow beings for those who advo-
cate and profit by its parasitical rewards,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
D’ALESANDRO].

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Chairman,
under unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks in committee, I in-
clude at this point correspondence I re-
ceived from the Maryland Citizens Com-
mitiee for Democracy, Baltimore League
of Women Voters, and a petition from
Local 43, Industrial Union of Marine
end Shipbuilding Workers of America:

THE MARYLAND CITIZENS
COMMITTEE FOR DEMOCRACY,
Baltimore, Md., November 15, 1943.
Hon. THoMAS D’ALESANDRO,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr MRr. D'ALEsanpro: The Maryland Cit-
izens Committee for Democracy urges that
you vote in favor of food subsldies because:

It is Imperative that there be no further
inflation and further inflation must result if
food prices are permitted to continue to rise.
By subsidies production can be maintained
and food prices stabilized.

So many other commodities and industries
both inslde and outside the war effort have
been and are subsidized—some of these sub-
gidies dating back to 1789—the argument
that food subsidies are un-American and
uncenstitutional, ete, are not valid.
Further we consider the use of such argu-
ments intentionally hypocritical—the flag-
waving of the unpatriotic who try-to hide
their real purpose (inflation in this case)

behind the American flag.
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We will watch the vote on food subsidies
with kcen interest.
BSincerely,
Erzasere Horr DowNS
(Mrs. James R. Downs),
Corresponding Secretary.

BALTIMORE LEAGUE oF WOMEN VOTERS,
Baltimore, Md., November 16, 1943,
Hon. THoOMAS D’ALESANDRO,
House Office Building,
Washingten, D. C.

Dear Mn, D'AresaNpro: The Baltimore
League of Women Voters is very much dis-
turbed by the reported sentiment in Con-
gress against food subsidies. In our cpinion
the issue is clear.

Our Governnrent has asked farmers as well
as industrialists and mine owners to pro-
duce more for the war even though it means
producing at a higher ccst. Increased costs
can be met either by higher prices or by Gov-
ernment subsidies. Higher prices must, of
course, result in bigger and worse inflation.
The farm pressure groups (with the excep-
tion of the Farmers Union) have made it
quite plain that this is what they want. We
as individuals and consumers, and as an or-
ganization that has the welfare of our coun-
try at heart, are opposed to further increases
in food prices. We therefore urge that you
vote in favor of food subsidies.

We are mindful of the fact that the sub-
sidizing of food is only one facet of the
anti-inflation program, albeit a very impor-
tant facet. We know, too, that subsidies are
sL.phtly inflationary, but so much less &0
than increase in prices that we strongly
urge their use. The line against inflation is
being threatened by the big farm pressure
groups and their cohorts in Congress. We
lock to you to hold that line and keep it
unbroken., Your vote will tell us on which
side you stand. :

Sincerely,
Brurar A, Hess, President.
PETITION OF LOCAL NO. 43, INDUSTRIAL UNION

OF MARINE AND SHIPBUILDING WORKERS OF

AMERICA
To the Members of the Maryland delegation,

the House of Representatlives; President

Roosevelt, White House; Office of Price

Administration; Maritime Commission;

National War Labor Board; Department of

Labor; Department of Agriculture; Sena-

tors Tydings and Radcliffe:

We, the men and women in the Bethle-
hem-Fairfield Shipyard, Baltimore, Md., who
are building ships to help win the war in the
shortest time possible, demand that prices
of .essential goods, food, clothing, rents, etc,,
be reduced to meet the wages we receive, or
that wages be adjusted upward to meet the
tremendous rise in the cost of living.

We believe that prices can be reduced or
wages adjusted in the shortest time possible
by adopting the proposal of the President
that the difference between cost of produc-
tion of essential foods and the prices farm-
ers get be paid or subsidized by the Govern-
ment. In this way the rich individuals and
corporations will be compelled to pay their
share of high prices. If the President's
$800,000,000 subsidy program is not passed,
we will be in the middie. We will have ex=-
orbitant prices and most of the taxes to pay,
on the one hand, and a frozen wage scale on
the other. Before this heavy burden of
prices and taxes as against an inadequate
wage scale leads to scrious difficulties, we
urge you to take a vigorous stand in our be-
half. We urge the Members of the Mary=
land delegation to insert this full petition
in the ConcrEssioNan Recorp and fight for
the President’s program every step of the
way.
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This petition was signed by thousands of
men and women of this organization.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Manonl.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have
been very much interested in this bill to
extend the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion and in the question of subsidies. Of
course, I am in favor of the continua-
tion of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, but that is not the element of con-
troversy in the bill. I have read the
hearings which were conducted on the
bill and I have listened to many speeches.
The more I hear and read, the more dis-
turbed I become over so-called consumer
subsidies.

To be perfectly frank, I must say that
I believe in support prices for agricul-
tural products and any subsidy to agri-
culture that could be proved necessary to
maintain a fair price or increase pro-
duction. A fair price in the market place
is what the farmer desires. He asks no
more, But the question of producer sub-
sidies to increase production does not
seem to be the guestion at issue in this
bill.

The question in this bill is, Shall we
subsidize consumers? That is, shall we
help pay the meat, butter, milk, and
bread bill of the consumers out of the
Federal Treasury, a Federal Treasury
which is threatened with bankruptey?
The welfare of the consumer cannot be
disregarded. But the more I study the
problem the more I question the de-
sirability of consumer subsidies. In the
name of helping the consumer, we must
not flirt with disaster. We must not take
a chance on wrecking the country—de-
stroying agricultural production and
bankrupting our Nation. It does not
seem quite ethical for the Government
to be paying a part of the grocery bill
of all the people at the greatest period of
prosperity and widespread employment
in the Nation's history. If we cannot
pay the farmer a fair price for his prod-
ucts now, when will we ever be able to do
it? But the matter is more important
than that. To win on the battle front,
we must win on the production front, on
farm and in factory. Production must
be stimulated. ‘ i

But those who favor consumer sub-
sidies lift a finger of warning and say
that if the price of bread should go up a
penny a loaf, milk a penny a quart, and
meat and butter a few cents a pound,
making an annual increase in a_man’s
grocery bill of a few dollars, there will
have to be a great increase in the wages
of industrial workers and that our Na-
tion will be thrown immediately into the
throes of uncontrolled inflation and cer-
tain disaster. I cannot follow this argu-
ment, but if I am in error I should like
to know it. The country’s welfare is
at stake, and we must do whatever is
necessary to meet the demands of the
hour.

Let me say emphatically that I believe
in price control. There may be those
who favor uncontrolled inflation, but I
am not one of them. Moreover, I be-~
lieve the people whom I represent in

Congress are in favor of price control,
price control reasonably administered.
They know that uncontrolled inflaticn
would wreck the country. But why
would everybody have to have a wage
increase if bread went up a penny a loaf,
milk a penny a quart, and butter 60
cents a year? My observation has been
that the increase in the price of fruits
and vegetables has presented the more
difficult problem. I will admit that if all
Americans were on the ragged edge,
working for starvation wages, and if they
did not have a penny left over after
paying the grocery bill, then a small in-
crease in the price of groceries would
have to mean a few less groceries or a
higher wage.

But that is not the situation—certainly
not in the average family. The national
income this year will be about $150,000,-
000,000. You can buy a lot of groceries
with that. Moreover, we spend only
about 22 percent of our national income
for food. That proportion is not consid-
ered unreasonable when compared with
past experience. Yes; the national in-
come is to be about $150,000,000,000. It
is estimated that after we pay our grocery
bills, rent, other expenses, about $40,000,-
000,000 in faxes, and buy all the goods
that are available for purchase, we will
have about $40,000,000,000 left over. The
experts say that this is the money that
creates the inflation threat. This is the
money that the President wanted us to
partially collect in new taxes, save, and
buy bonds with, Would it not be best to
use part of this money to pay the neces-
sary price for food? Again I say if the
price of milk went up a penny a quart,
we would have to raise wages a penny a
day if our people were making no more
than enough to barely pay their grocery
bill. But we are making about $150,000,-
000,000 annually and we should have
about $40,000,000,000 in surplus income
at the end of the year—a sum equal to
the entire national income in 1932. Un-
fortunately, this money will not be very
equitably distributed among our people.
There will be many hardship cases. But
why are consumer subsidies out of Fed-
eral tax money and borrowed money nec-
essary? And why do we have to have
uncontrolled inflation and a lot of un-
justified wage increases. Some increases
may be necessary, and if they are, they
should be made. Surely there are not
many Wwho now deserve further in-
crease—certainly not in the war factories
of the Nation. Oh, but it is said, “Sure,
most people can well afford to pay ade-
quately for their food, but there are cer-
tain groups that cannot.”

The CHATRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Those who say this
make it all very simple. Here it is: A
relatively small percentage of the people
do not make sufficient income to pay
adequately for their butter, milk, and
bread, so the Federal Government will
help every American pay his grocery bill,
taking the money out of the Federal
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Treasury. The plan is to subsidize all

the people, rich and poor alike, those not .

needing such a subsidy being in the ma-
jority. And I am not unsympathetic
toward those who have been severely
hampered by subnormal income and ris-
ing living costs. Most all Americans
have had their difficulties and we can
hardly expect anything else in wartime.

Moreover, if the Government pays part
of each man’s grocery hill, from John D.
Rockefeller to John Doe, there are going
to be a lot of overhead administrative
costs, a lot of dreaming, blundering bu-
reaucrats to deal with, and a lot of addi-
tional regimentation upon our people.

Mr. Chairman, I believe there is a bet-
ter way to handle the problem.

Another thing, if Americans have to
pay an additional penny for milk and
bread, do you not think that most of
them can afford to do it? Would it be
out of order for Americans on the home
front to do a little sacrificing? Our
men are fighting in the mud in Italy,
on the bloody road to Rome. In the
Southwest Pacific the boys are fighting
malaria, the jungles, and the Japs. The

boys are flying over Germany in the face .

of deadly peril and they do not all come
back to their bases. What would they
give for an end of this war and a chance
to come home to the country they love?
This wrangling over profits and higher
wages where higher wages are not due
must make our wounded boys in hospitals
and all those who bear our colors over-
seas sick at heart. Let us be Americans
who are worthy of our country in this
great and tragic hour—Americans willing
to make the necessary sacrifices. After
all, the ones who are making the real sac-
rifices in this war are the ones who are
hazarding their lives on the fighting
fronts—they and their parents, wives, and
loved ones.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. Mr, Chairman,
I yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KEgrFE],

Mr. KEEFE. Mr., Chairman, in the
current discussion of subsidies, the Con-
gress and the Nation have been burdened
with a mass of statistical information.
Most of the statistics have emanated
either from the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics or the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics. Proponents and opponents of the
subsidy program are quoting statistics
designed to support their respective con-
tentions. The result is that certain
groups in this country have questioned
the authenticity of the statistics given
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as to
the earnings of workers and the statistics
involved in the cost-of-living index. The
Secretary of Labor, apparently viewing
with alarm this attack upon the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, appointed a commit-
tee of impartial statistical experts to
make a survey of the findings and figures
issued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
That report has been published and sub-
stantiates the accuracy of the Bureau’s
figures.

As this committee pointed out in its
report, the difficulty lies in the use and




1943

interpretation of the statistics. Having
been confused in my own thinking by the
variety of statistics quoted, I have re-
cently secured from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics definite figures relating to wage
increases and cost-of-living indexes that
can be definitely relied upon in connec-
tion with the present discussion. The
Bureau advises me that between January
1939 and January 1941—the base date of
the Little Steel formula—average hourly
earnings increased from 63.2 to 68.3 cents,
or 8.1 percent.

From January 1941 to October 1942,
when Congress passed the Stabilization
Act, they advanced to 89.3 cents, or an
increase of 30.7 percent. Since then the
average has advanced to 96.5 .cents by
August 1943, or another 8.1 percent. This
means that average hourly earnings of
wage earners, both part-time and full-
time, increased between January 1939
and August 1943, 41.3 percent.

In order to be perfectly fair, however,
it should be stated that while this per-
centage increase does not measure
changes in wage rates, it should be
pointed out that earnings have increased
more rapidly than hourly rates for two
reasons, namely: Much more overtime is
being worked today at a premium rate,
and there has been a greater expansion
of employment in high-wage industries.
Of the present average of 96.5 cents, rep-
resenting the average hourly earnings in
August 1943, 6.5 cents is due to averag-
ing in payments for overtime. The Bu-
reau estimates that in January 1941 the
average earnings at straight-time rates
would have been about 66.4 cents per
hour. The estimate for August 1943 is
80 cents, or 35.6 percent more than in
January 1841,

Thus it is clear that while average
hourly earnings have increased 41.3 per-
cent between January 1939 and August
1943, the hourly wage rate has increased
only 35.6 percent. It should be noted
that average hourly earnings would have
risen between 1941 and 1943 even if the
hourly rates had remained unchanged,
because of the transition of wage earn-
ers from low-paid industries, like tex-
tiles, into the higher-paid industries
working in metals and shipyard con-
struction. .

The Bureau advises me that if em-
ployment had been distributed among
industries in August 1943 in the same
proportions as in January 1941, straight-
time earnings would be 85 cents per
hour rather than 90 cents. Thus it is
clear that hourly earnings uninfluenced
by overtime or by changes in employ-
ment also increased from 66.4 cents in
January 1941 to 85 cents in August 1943,
a total of 28 percent over January 1941,

The average level of retail prices, as
measured by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics’ cost-of-living indeX, increased 18.1
percent from January 1941 to August
1942, and further 3.7 percent from Octo-
ber 1942 to August 1943, a total of 22.4
percent since January 1941,

Thus it may be seen that average fac-
tory wage rates have advanced 28 per-
cent since January 1941, and the aver-
age level of retail prices had only in-
creased 22.4 percent to August 1943, It
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is fair to state that these are average
figures and that many rates have not
been changed substantially in this
period. The wage increases under the
formula of the War Labor Board have
been accepted only where rates are low
compared to those generally prevailing.
While this causes the average to rise, it
does not mean that wage increases have
been general since October.

It should also be stated that while
these figures indicate an increase in
average rates of pay since January 1941
amounting to 28 percent while retail
prices increased only 22.4 percent, there
still may be many workers whosé rates
have advanced less than retail prices.
Many workers have received rate in-
creases of 30 or 40 percent. Many have
received increases no greater than are
permitted under the Little Steel for-
mula—15 percent. In some communities,
retail prices have advanced much more
than 22.4. For example, Savannah, Ga.,
where the increase is more than 30 per-
cent. There will, therefore, obviously be
many jobs of which it may be said that
rates of hourly pay have advanced .less
than the retail prices, even though the
average indicates that there are more
factory jobs of which the reverse is true.

Measured in terms of the ability of
the average worker to meet his expenses,
it would seem to me that we should in
all fairness consider what increase in
the average hourly earnings of the
worker has been since January 1941,
The figures heretofore referred to indi-
cale that as to actual earnings, the in-
crease has been 41.3 percent. Compar-
ing this with the average level of retail
prices which shows a total increase of
22.4 percent during the same period of
time, it should be clear that, uninflu-
enced by other considerations, the av-
erage worker today as a result of an in-
crease in average rates plus longer hours,
actually earns 41.3 percent more than he
did in January 1941, while his cost of
living has increased only 22.4 percent,
The worker, however, is generally inter-
ested in what he actually takes home.
An examination of the average figures
discloses that in January 1941 the gross
average weekly earnings was $26.64,
which after deduction of social-security
taxes left $26.38 for the worker to take
home. His gross weekly earnings in Au-
gust 1943 was $43.43. We find, however,
that the average worker is permitting a
deduction from his wages for the pur-
chase of bonds and, in addition to social-
security taxes, further withholdings for
tax purposes have reduced the amount of
his take-home wages. Computation of
these figures indicates that a married
man with no children whose gross week-
ly earnings in August 1943 was $43.43 a
week, actually took home after the bond
deductions and tax, $33.85, a married
man with one child, $35.13; and a mar-
ried man with two children, $36.41.

To be perfectly fair, we should fur-
ther explore and compute the difference
between the take-home wages in Janu-
ary 1941 and those in August 1943. As
I have already indicated, the take-home
average earnings of the worker in Jan-
uary 1941 was $26.38. A married man

9761

with no children in 1943 took home
$33.85. Adjusting the cost-of-living in-
dex to these take-home wages, we find
that in August 1943, the average wage
earner would have to spend $32.39 to
obtain goods and services which cost
$26.38 in January 1941. These figures
indicate that after payment of taxes and
after saving 10 percent of his wages in
the form of bond deductions, the mar-
ried man with no children in August
1943 would be able to buy the same
amount of goods and services he bought
in January 1941 and have $1.56 left.
The married man with one child would
have $2.84 left, and the married man
with two children would have $4.04 leit.

Thus we see that by the cold, naked
figures, the average wage earner in
America is enjoying a “take home” wage,
after providing for his taxes and bond
savings, considerably in excess of the
rise in the cost of living.

If no consideration is given to the pay-
ment of taxes or bond savings, the aver-
age worker is still better off according to
the figures of the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics. However, this does not necessarily
mean that the worker in all cases is better
off, because he might have had to move
to a new town. He may have to eat
more restaurant meals because of his
longer hours, and it may be, that as a re-
sult of quality depreciation, he does not
live as well in 1943 as in 1941 with a given
amount of money. With all these quali-
fications, however, it is certain that the
average factory earner today certainly
has the same command over goods and
services as the average wage earner had
in 1941, as measured by his “take home”
wages. No one can successfully contend,
in the face of these figurcs, that the
average worker is worse off at the present
time.

I believe it is only fair to state, that in
as much as all figures used in these dis-
cussions are average, there will be many
workers who are much betfer off today in
their ability to purchase consumer goods
than they were in 1941, and there may be
some who, because of changed location,
quality detericration, longer hours, and
so forth, are not in a much better position
than they were in 1941 with respect to
their present ability to purchase goods
and services. When consideration is
given, however, to the over-all picture
and we credit the average worker with
the payment-of his taxes, building up a
reserve for retirement under social secur-
ity plus savings in the form of bond pur-
chases, there can be little doubt that a
fair appraisal of the accurate flgures
clearly demonstrates that the average in-
crease in the cost of living to the average
worker in America is far under the in-
crease in wages which the average
worker now enjoys.

I am submitting these figures for the
Recorp for what they may be worth in
connection with some of the arguments
made in favor of the extension of sub-
sidies.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS].
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Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, the
Congress of the United States has em-
phasized repeatedly that it opposes cone
sumer subsidies. Every time this issue
has been considered both Houses have
opposed the payment of Government
funds for the purpose of selling foods to
the consumers of the country below sup-
port prices which the farmer obtains for
his commodities. Congress has taken
this view because it sees the necessity of
meeting the costs of producing food in
order to increase production for war and
civilian needs. In the Price Control Act
of October 2, 1942, the following provi-
sion was contained:

Provided, That modification shall be made
in maximum prices established for any agri-
cultural commodity and for commodities
processed or manufactured in whole or sub-
stantial part from any agricultural commod-
ity, under regulations to be prescribed by the
President, in any case where it appears that
such modification is necessary to increase the
production of such commeodity for war pur-
poses, or where by reason of increased labor
or other costs to the producers of such agri-
cultural commodity incurred since January
1, 1941, the maximum prices so established
will not reflect such increased costs,

Under this provision it was mandatory
on the President to modify maximum
prices for agricultural commodities
where the same were necessary to in-
crease the production of such commodity
for the needs of war, as well as to make
modifications of the ceilings by allowing
for increased farm-labor costs to the
producers. Do you think that the man-
date of Congress was complied with?
Let me tell you what happened. Within
only a few days after the enactment of
the act, subsidies were being paid on milk
instead of carrying out the expressed
provision of an act of Congress.

If consumer subsidies are permitted, it
means the establishment of additional
Federal control and regulation. A spe-
cific provision written in the bill prohib-
iting and outlawing the payment of food
subsidies is the only logical method to
stop these payments. In a recent deci-
sion of the Supreme Court of the United
States the rights of the Government to
“regulate that which it subsidizes” was
recognized. There is Jjustification in
having certain Government controls in
wartime. There can be no justification
in setting up any new Government con-
trol over the citizens of the Nation for
the purpose of rolling back living costs
on those items only which amount to but
a small fraction of the total costs of
living. What is needed in this country
is less Government control instead of
imposing new ones. What we need is
fewer Government employees instead of
increasing the number on the rolls. The
people are clamoring for retrenchment
in the operation of governmental affairs
and they oppose the continuation of pol-
icies, of long standing, of increasing the
powers of the central Government. A
subsidy means conirol of the recipients
of such payment. Our people have a
right to expect of their Representatives
thet we put an early end to the social-
istie trends which have swept America

, ered.
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for the past several years. The adoption
of Section 3 as written into this bill by
the Committee on Banking and Currency
will be a step in the right direction in
doing just that. To strike Section 3 from
the bill would leave the executive branch
of the Government free to pay consumer
subsidies, a concoction to further regi-
ment America at a cost so alarming that
even we opponents of such a plan would
not attempt to estimate.
000 asked of this Congress would be only
a start if the green signal is given. The
subsidy plan means a substitution of a
policy of the Government supporting the
people rather than the people supporting
the Government. Should such a plan be
adopted, it would be establishing a sys-
tem of Government which our armed
forces are fighting against on all the
battle fronts of the world.

The wage earners of America are pay-
ing the smallest amount from their earn-
ings for the food they consume than ever
before in the history of this country.
Only 21 percent of the total cost of liv-
ing goes into the purchase of food. When
the original Price Control Act was before
Congress, the Baruch plan was consid-
It provided for across-the-board
stabilization of price, profits, and wages.
Leon Henderson argued for at least a
year that wages should not be controlled.
He favored strict stabilization in the
price of agricultural products. I strongly
supported the Baruch over-all plan, and
should it have been put into effect at
that time, our economy would not be
threatened with inflation as it is today

- with an inflationary gap of $63,000,000,-

000 competing for consumer goods. Let
us see what the facts are. Up to Septem-~
ber 1943 wages have advanced 74.2 per-
cent in comparison with an increase of
18 percent in the cost of living, or more
than four times the cost of living. At
the same time industrial earnings have
gone up 89.2 percent or nearly five times
as much as living costs. The cost of
living of the farmer has advanced along
with that of everyone else and in addition
he has had to contend with the greatest
increase in wages of any domestic indus-
try. Gince 1941 farm wages have ad-
vanced by 81.1 percent. The cost of liv-
ing today is 1.6 percent above the 1929
level; the per capita income in America
is 59 percent above the 1929 income, with
practically everyone in the family work-
ing. In 1929 the price of butter was 45
cents a pound and no one complained.
Butter was selling for 46 cents a pound
when the roll-back went into effect
which paid the middleman a subsidy of
5 cents a pound—the consumer paying
today 41 cents a pound which is 4 cents
below the 1929 price. That is the rea-
son that we have been complaining about
the scarcity of butter.

It just does not make sense to charge
that the farmer is the cause of all of our
economic ills. He only asks fair prices
for his products in the open and free
market, Twenty-one percent of the total
cost of living should not be singled out as
the sole and exclusive cause of any infla-
tionary ills that may come to the coun-

The $800,000,- -
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try. Industrial labor is demanding that
the prices of foods be rolled back to the
September 15 level or to an extent cf a
saving of 10 percent to the consumers.
This means that they are asking an addi-
tional 10 percent in wages. With the
$63,000,000,000 inflationary gap, accord-
ing to the figures of Secretary Morgen-
thau, it would be highly inflationary for
Congress to support a roll-back on ‘the
price of foods, Common, ordinary horse
sense tells us that when we desire to in-
crease production and decrease con-
sumption the thing we do is to increase
the price. If we desire to decrease pro-
duction and increase consumption, we
decrease the price, - Our trouble is that
we have too much spending power and
too few goods to purchase, yet the pro-
ponents of subsidies are asking Congress
toreduce prices. What kind of reasoning
and logic is that? Let us face this prob-
lem realistically. I trust that the bill as
recommended by the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee will be speedily enacted.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr, MoRRISON].

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, out friends over on the
left, I think, are pretty hard on my party.
For some time I have heard your crit-
icisms. I have been anxious not to pro-
voke political controversy here in these
wartimes, and the few opportunities I
have had should not provoke any reply,
but I want you to good-naturedly let me
quarrel just a liftle bit with you about
that. You do not even want to let us
have our party name. You want to
change the name of the grand old Dem-
ocratic Party, the oldest party dealing
with governmental affairs in all the
world today. You say we are a New
Deak Party, One thing a Republican is
very careful to do is never to mention the
Democratic Party. It is a ghost of
righteousness that he is afraid even to
name. New Deal Party? Why, there is
no such thing as a New Deal Party. The
New Deal was the program, the hand
dealt, figuratively speaking, to rescue
this country from the debacle into which
the Republicar Party had thrown it from
Harding to Hoover. It was a program
to restore a constitutional democratic
American Government in the United
States, which you had well-nigh de-
stroyed in your long tenure of office and
your misguided concept of duty to the
American people.

They talk about saving the country.
The country would have been gone if it
had not been for Franklin D. Roosevelt
and the great millions of American
people who inaugurated him President
of the United States in 1932 and took
this country’s government back from the
few great selfish groups to which you had
allowed it to go in greed and grasping
plunder of the American people. That
is what I think about the record of your
party, and yet I hate to say anything
about it here. You really provoke a
good-natured man and an old man by
your almost constant assaults upon
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everybody connected with this great
Democratic administration.

This subsidy is a part of a program—
not a whole program but a part of a pro-
gram—which this great administration
asked for, to carry us on successfully
through the great conflict in which we
are now engaged. Oh, if we can keep
at it for a few more months, victory, vic-
tory, glorious and complete, will come to
the standards of democracy and liberty
everywhere. For God’s sake, do not let
us wreck it and tear it down with a little
bit of small, old-fashioned Republican
politics. Let us not do that.

Today we are doing well. Last spring
you prophesied wreck and destruction,
but we had not been wrecked up to then
and we have not been wrecked now. If
we are wrecked, you will wreck us, because
if you uphold the hands of this greatest
of the earth’s champions of democracy
and of constitutional government in all
time, we will win and we will win tri-
umphantly.

I know it is hard for you not to hate
him because he beat you once, he beat
you twice, he beat you three times, and
by the eternal God it is the hope of
humanity that he will beat you the
fourth time at the next election.

Yes; I am in favor of free enterprise.
Even the brilliant young Governor of New
York, one of the beacon lights of Re-
publicanism, the other night said the
great duty on us was to restore fre. enter-
prise in the United States, free commerce,
economic freedom. Freedom from what?
Freedom from the law. You want to tear
down all restraints. You are promising
selfish business groups all over this coun-
try a destruction of control, freedom.

Yes, you are going to suspend the Con-
stitution of the United States, you are
going to quit controlling commerce, you
are going to adopt instead the old Rob
Roy plan, the simple plan of “Let him
take who has the power, let him keep
who can.” We tried that sort of freedom
in the United States from Harding to
Hoover, and by the eternal God, if it had
not been for Roosevelt and the grand
old Democratic Party, not the New Deal
Party, that rescued us from you, we
would have been in a poor fix to have met
this world conflict. Suppose we had
gone into this mighty conflict ander the
form of government we had and with the
degree of prosperity of business we had
when Roosevelt was inaugurated Presi-
dent. Where would we have been? We
were well-nigh destroyed without the
assault of Hitler, Mussolini, Hirohito,
the devil, and the rest of them. If they
had assaulted us bhefore Roosevelt and
the Democratic Party, yes; God bless its
name, not the New Deal Party but the
Democratic Party, vescued this Govern-
ment and stood it up and increased its
preductivity, and restored prosperity and
opportunity, we would probably today be
under the heel of Hitler and the dam-
nable gangs around him.

All of this talk about somebody want-
inz to act the rascal, and tyrants, bu-
reaucrats, and destroyers of govern-
ment—you know there is not a word of
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truth in it. What are you talking
about? Why do you regale the country
with that sort of stuff? I always did
say in every campaign where I was ever
challenged about it that there was no
reason why a Republican was not just
as paftriotic as a Democrat, but I have
asserted that we have more sense than
they had about government. That is
the only superiority I claim.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

hlJIr. MORRISON of North Carolina. I
yield,

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman tell
us whatever happened to the Democratic
Party?

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
What happened to it? Why, my dear
friend, what happened to it is that we
have written in the last 10 years into
the history of this country the most glo-
rious chapters that adorn its whole his-
tory. We rescued this Government
from the plundering groups to which
your free economy and your unbridled
business leadership had thrown it.

And we put it back into the Constitu-
tion of the country and gave the Govern-
ment back to the people. And neither
Hitler, Mussolini, Hirohito, the devil, and
the rest of them can whip the United
States under the leadership of Franklin
D. Roosevelt and the Democratic Party.
If we had to go into it, why, do you know
the income of this country, we are talk-
ing about spending money, the income of
this country could pay for the whole ex-
pense of the war this year, the whole
$100,000,000,000, and we could have more
income left than we had under Herbert
Hoover when he was President of the
United States the year he went out. Now,
let us discuss this thing hereafter like we
were all Americans and all patriots.
Why, you talk about ex-Senator Byrnes,
ex-Senator Brown, ex-Congressman
Jones, the country’s greatest business
people, Republicans and Democrats, and
your own great leaders like Mr. Stimson,
the Secretary of War, and the great, and
I admire him very much, Mr, Enox, Sec-
retary of the Navy, as if they were ene-
mies of America trying to submerge its
liberties. Why, when you get off by your-
selves I know you are ashamed about any
such unbrotherly and unpatriotic non-
sense. Let us get under the flag.

What about the subsidies? Let me
come to that. It is a part of one glorious
whole. Listen, gentlemen, bear with me
for a minute, because this is quite im-
portant. I would not undertake to leg-
islate on an appropriation specifically
for any subsidies here. We are not com-
petent to do it in a legislative body. We
are simply standing for a program that
will give the President, the leader of our
Armies and our Navies, our constitu-
tional leader, more power in a crisis than
any branch of Congress, giving him the
power to use subsidies as well as price
control to protect the people of this coun-
try from hunger and want and misery
and wretchedness. I stand for it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired,
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Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Iyield 2 ad-
ditional minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carclina.
And we want him to have that power. I
hope he will have to use it very sparingly.
One of my brilliant young friends here
talked about paying the bhoard bill and
the grocery bill of their people, that it
will never be used except for a few items.
I hope it won’t be necessary, and maybe
only a short while then.' But let him
have the power. When we are going to
whip our enemies on the battlefields, we
must have all the instrumentalities to
destroy the minions of hell that we can
invent and manufacture in fighting this
other specter of hunger and want, and
starvation and misery. Let us clothe our
great leader with price control, with some
money for subsidies, and everything that
will-enable him to keep us from becoming
demoralized. Let us keep him strong,
and let us be united under the flag. And
never fear, it will be done in honesty and
cleanliness, because whatever you may
say, you may challenge the judgment of
this administration, but nobody has yet
challenged its honesty. There has been
greater cleanliness in the Democratic
Party. Why, the Republican Party in 12
months after you came in, back yonder
under Harding, I will swear you stole
more than the Demoecrats have stolen
under Roosevelt during his whole 10 years
in office, to such an extent that, what
happened to the glorious Republicans of
the United States, that great party of
honesty? The people turned on your own
party and smote it hip and thigh until
you did not carry but one little State, I
believe, in the whole Union. Now, that
is the record.

Now let us discuss this thing hereafter
with some respect for each other, and as
if we were all Americans whose sons and
nephews and sons-in-law are dying under
the flag wherever manhood is being tried.
I love a Republican. I like him better
than anybody else that God ever made
except a Democrat. I cannot love him
quite that well. I want you to love me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from EKansas [Mr,
Horel 10 minutes.

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I am sure
that the senatorial campaign of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina has gotten off to a flying start. We
are all for him on the Republican side
and wish him well in the primary. But
if the gentleman from North Carolina is
interested in the pending legislation he
does not need to seek converts among
the Republicans. If he can just get the
full support of his own side of the aisle
he will have all the votes he needs.

There has been a lot said in the course
of this debate about the danger of infla-
tion, and what is going to happen if we
do not permit subsidies to be paid. But
I contend that up until this good hour at
least there has been no real effort on the
part of this administration to carry out
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a program against inflation in this coun-
try. Now, itris true we have had price-
control legislation. We passed a bill
in this House back in the fall of 1941
which became a law in January 1942,
which was called a price-control bill and
which failed, as we all know, to stop price
increases. The situation became so bad
that the President sent a message to us
in September 1942, insisting that Con-
gress pass further legislation with refer-
ence to price control. We did pass a bill
at that time.

The reason that the first price-control
bill was ineffective was because it did
not touch wages, the primary cause of
infiation, or increased prices. The ad-
ministration insisted that we not go into
the subject of wages. There was an
amendment offered here when that bill
was under consideration, offered by the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel,
which I supported, by the way, which
would have put into effect control of
wages, as well as control of prices. That
amendment, with the administration op-
posing it as vigorously as it possibly
could, was voted down and we passed an
ineffective bill. When the President
sent us a message a year ago last Sep-
tember, he still did not ask us to do
anything about wages. He said, “I will
take care of wages. You contirol prices,
particularly agricultural prices.” He
said the farmer was responsible for in-
flation and for high prices. You will
recall that we did pass a bhill and we
directed the President to control prices
as of the level that they were on Sep-
tember 15, 1942. But we went further
than that. We went further than he
asked us to go, because we also directed
the President to fix wages and salaries
based upon the level existing on Sep-
tember 15, 1942,

Now, what has happened since that
time? Has the President carried out the
direction that Congress gave him in that
legislation? We know that he has not.
We know that prices have gone up to
some extent. We know that wages have
gone up to a considerably greater extent
than prices since that time. The figures
have already been put into the record.
You know what they are, I think, but
just to refresh your recollection, let me
call your attention to the fact that since
September 1942 full-time hourly earn-
ings in manufacturing industries have
increased 8 percent.

The take-home pay—that is what
counts when you are talking about in-
flation—has increased 11 percent. Total
manufacturing pay rolls, including both
salaries and wages, have increased 21
percent.

During the same period of time, the
cost of living has advanced between 4
and 5 percent. So that there is noth-
ing to the argument that we have heard
here today and yesterday to the effect
that it is necessary, if we do not pay
subsidies and reduce food prices, to have
an increase in wages. The big argument
that was made by the President in his
food message to Congress and that has

been made by the proponents of sub-
sidies on this floor has been that unless
we reduce food prices we are going to
have labor trouble and strikes and there-
fore that it is necessary for us to reduce
and roll back food prices.

I submit that anything we may do here
in the way of subsidies is not going to
have the least effect upon labor leaders
when it comes to asking for increased
wages. We know what happened in con-
nection with the coal miners. We rolled
back the buiter price and the price of
meat. We paid a milk subsidy. We are
now paying subsidies at the rate of $800,-
000,000 a year. Yet that has not pre-
vented John L. Lewis from getting prac-
tically everything that he asked for. It
is not going to prevent Phil Murray from
getting an increase in wages which he
says he is going to get for the steel work-
ers and others in the C. 1. O.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is it not true that
Mr. Murray and Mr. Green have been
trying to “hold the line” and they have
been discouraging strikes and they have
been advocating that the unions stay
where they are on wages, and it has only
been recently because of the increase in
the price of living that they are asking
for more wages?

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Murray announced
the other day that they were out to
break the Little Steel formula.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Certainly.

Mr. HOPE. The only excuse for it is
that the cost of living has gone up he-
tween 4 and 5 percent since a year ago
last September, while total earnings have
gone up 21 percent.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HOPE. I am not going to yield
to have the gentleman quote some other
figures.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I did not intend to
quote any other figures, but I would like
to know the basis of your figures; where
you received those figures.

Mr. HOPE. From the Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentleman
yield? .

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Those figures you
quoted, I understand, represent manu-
facturing, which is 15,000,000 out of a
total employed force of 44,800,000.

Mr. HOPE. These are figures for the
manufacturing industries, whose work-
ers are represented by Mr. Murray. They
are the only wages on which statistics
are available.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. And not for the
whole of labor?

Mr. HOPE. But the total income of
this country has increased during this
same time tremendously. Since 1939 it
has doubled, and for 1943 it will be at
least $23,000,000 over 1942. That con-
firms what we all know from observa-
tion that almost everyone has shared in
the increased income, and certainly
there are few families in the country
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today whose income is not considerably
greater than a year ago. Even where the
head of the family has not had an in-
crease, more members of the family are
working and at better wages than ever
before. :

“Mr. POAGE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOFE. I yield.

Mr. POAGE. And if almost everybody
has had an increase—although there
may be a few throughout the country
who have not had an increase—would it
not be sound policy, following the sug-
gestion that was made by the advocates
of subsidy, simply to subsidize those who
have had no increase rather than to
subsidize everybody over the Nation in
order to raise all prices?

Mr. HOPE. Certainly; I agree with
the gentleman 100 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
vield the gentleman 6 additional min-
utes, a

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPE. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I wish
to call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that from September 15, 1942, to
September 15, 1943, a good many of the
food prices have gone down while on
the other hand the increase in the index
of the cost of living as submitted by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics shows that
permanent waves, for instance, for
women have increased 32 percent: that
the cost of living has increased 15 per-
gent _ang: that Ehe largest increase has

een in items which they do not pr :
to subsidize. v S

Mr. HOPE. That is true.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, While
food costs have gone down except in
fruits and vegetables.

Mr. HOPE. That is very true, food
costs have declined in recent months.
Now getting back to the question of what
the administration has done during this
time to “hold the line” and carry out the
instructions that Congress gave to the
President a year ago last September, let
me point out that we have not only had
the great increase given to coal miners;
we have not only had the increases in
manufacturing wages to which I have
called attention, but the President him-
self has signed an order which has done
more to bring about inflation than any-
thing else—that was the order setting up
the 48-hour week with time and a half
for all time over 40 hours. That auto-
matically gave a 30-percent increase in
income to every working person in the
country who had been working 40 hours
or less prior to that time.

Mr. Chairman, I have too much con-
fidence in their patriotism and the de-
sire of the fine working people of this
country to do their part toward winning
the war to believe that we are going to
have strikes and labor troubles because
we are not going to pay consumer sub-
sidies, I do not have so low an opinion
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of the fine patriotic working people of
this country as to think that anything
of that kind is going to happen, and I
do not believe they will follow labor lead-
ership in a program of that kind. I sub-
mit that if they will, that if they are of
that mind, that a little subsidy program,
which does not now mean more than $6
or $7 per capita to every man, woman,
and child in the country, is not going to
prevent strikes and labor troubles. We
are not going to be able to head it off that
easily,

Of course, if we go ahead with the
subsidy program it does not mean that
we are going to get off with a little pro-
gram which would give $6 or $7 to each
individual in the country, This program
is going to expand, it is going to get
higger and bigger because when you
start on a program of this kind you can-
not stop on this commodity or that com-
modity, you have to continually expand
it.

The announcement came out a day or
so ago that we were going to subsidize
flour in order to keep down the price of
bread. The price of bread has not gone
up one-tenth of a cent in the last year;
it is the cheapest food we have today.
It is selling at less than the average price
for the last 25 years. Wheat producers
have ‘never yet during this entire war
period received parity for their wheat,
and yet we are told ihat there must be
a subsidy paid on flour in order to keep
down the price of bread. Bread is sell-
ing for the same price today that it did
in 1928; it is selling for less than it did
in 1925. 1926, and 1927, and yet it is said
that we must have a subsidy on flour in
order fo prevent inflation.

Mr. Chairman, the people I represent,
I do not care whether they are farmers,
working people, housewives, white-collar
workers, or what, do not want subsidies.
The people generally do not want them.
The only ones urging them are certain
labor leaders, who at the same time are
announcing a new drive for higher
wages. These labor leaders are out to
get everything they can. They want
cheaper food and higher wages. The
sky is the limit with them, war or no war.
The unconditional surrender of the
President of the United States to the
president of the United Mine Workers
has put other labor leaders on the spot.
They have got to show that they are just
as good as John L. Lewis. If we have
a bad break in the line as far as inflation
is concerned it will come from the
shameful surrender of the administra-
tion in the mine strike and not from any
action which may be taken on subsidies.
Let us not mislead ourselves on that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GWYNNE].

Mr. GWYNNE. Mr. Chairman, the
proposal of the administration to con-
tinue the payment of consumers’ sub-
sidies should be decisively defeated. It
raises a fundamental issue which should
be resolved on the side of economy and

- Government.
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good government. Of course, we do not
object to the payment of a subsidy or
incentive payment where necessary to in-
crease production and where it can be
demonstrated that it will have that effect.

The subsidies sought to be continued
by the administration do not fall within
that classification. They are purely pay-
ments made from the Federal Treasury
for the purpose of reducing the cost of
living to the consumer. They are un-
economical, unfair, unproductive, and
detrimental to the best interests of the
people.

The cost of the proposed program on
a few chosen commodities is given at
$800,000,000. However, that would be
only the beginning. To carry out the
complete program as envisioned by some
administration officials would require
billions.

In spite of the large aggregate cost, the
saving to any particular consumer would
be small. For a person using 1 pound of
butter a month, the amount of this sub-
sidy would be 60 cents a year. A big
subsidy program would be very expensive
to operate, It would require another
vast horde of Government employees
who might be better employed winning
the war.

A general consumer subsidy would be
unfair to the future taxpayers. The
money paid in subsidies would be bor-
rowed. It would become a part of the
dangerously increasing national debt.
Many people now have an income larger
than before the war. There is no rea-
son why their grocery bill should be
passed on to future generations, many of
whom may sometime have difficulty find-
ing any kind of a job. If is true a certain
percentage of the people have not had
an increase in their annual income. The
earnings of others have been actually re-
duced, If it is desired to aid this group,
it could be done more equitably and eco-
nomically by putting into operation a
food-stamp plan.

One way to combat inflation to which

the administration has not given suffi- .

cient consideration is to maintain pro-
duction at a high level. Large crops
have been raised this year. That, how-
ever, is due to the skill and energy of
the Nation's producers, rather than to
any constructive policy adopted by the
It should be remembered
too that for the most part weather con-
ditions in 1943 were favorable.

For some time the Members of Con-
gress from the agricultural States have
been urging that a single administrator
of actual experience be put in charge
of the entire job of producing, distribut-
ing, and rationing food. In that con-
nection I wish to call attention to the
importance of the State of Towa in the
food program. In 1942 Towa sold live-
stock products of a total value of $1,-
011,392,000, being the first State in the
Union in that regard. The second State
was Illinois, selling livestock products of
a value of $626,499,000. Although rank-
ing sixteenth in population and twenty-
third in the area of land, Iowa ranks first
in value of corn, oats, hogs, horses, and
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poultry; first in value of farm lands and
buildings; first in eombined value of live-
stock; first in total value of farm prop-
erty; first in farm land improved-—95.6
percent; first in value of farm ma-
chinery.

Twenty-five percent of all grade 1 farm
land in the United States is within the
State of Iowa. One-tenth of the food
products in the United States comes from
the State of Towa. Her grain products
for 1942 totaled 863,353,000 bushels. This
amount divided by Iowa’s number of
square miles—55,586—gives an average
of 15,555 bushels per square mile. No
other State begins to equal these figures.

I call atiention to these figures only
for the purpose of emphasizing the fact
that if the necessary food is produced a
lot of it must come from Iowa.

It is interesting to note what the farm-
ers of Iowa think about this subsidy and
roll-back program. In a poll taken re-
cently in Hardin County 93 percent were
opposed to the program. In Mitchell
County 96 farmers opposed it and 19 fa-
vored it. When the question of parity
price in the market place against part of
parity price plus a subsidy was voted on,
the Mitchell County farmers favored a
fair price in the market place and no sub-
sidy by a vote of 103 to 9. On the ques-
tion, “What are the greatest obstacles
to food production?” the answers ranked
as follows:

First. Government price policy too un-
certain.

Second. Farm labor shortage.

Third. Shortage of farm machinery
and equipment,

Fourth. Shortage of grain and other
feeds. "

Fifth. Farm prices tco low.

I repeat, the greatest thing the Gov-
ernment can do to increase food produe-
tion and to prevent inflation would be to
appoint an experienced administrator
with complete authority, and the greatest
thing such an administrator could do
would be to appoint on his stafl several
farmers from Iowa to whom the produc-
tion of food is not merely a theory in a
bock. '

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. DOMENGEAUX].

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to ask a question of the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorT],
who I know has given much study to
this question. In view of the fact that
I have received a communication from
Mr. Jones, addressed to the chairman of
the committee, in which he states that
the adoption of this legislation would
probably result in jeopardizing the en-
tire support program to producers while,
on the other hand, the majority report
states that producers subsidies will not
be affected, would the gentleman care to
make an explanation of that?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I understand that
the War Food Administrator has said
that he could not announce a sugar pro-
gram during the pendency of this legis-
lation because of the ambiguity of the
legislation. I have seen a letter which
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he has written to a Member of Congress
so stating. May I say that there is noth-
ing in this pending legislation whatso-
ever that justifies the War Food Admin-
istrator in taking that attitude. As is
stated in the majority report, “This sec-
tion does not prohibit nor interfere with
any operation of the Commodity Credit
Corporation or any other agency of the
Government with respect to producer
subsidies, or loans authorized under
existing law, including the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended,
and supplemented by Public Law 729,
Seventy-seventh Congress, approved Oc-
tober 2, 1942, and it does not prohibit or
interfere with support prices or use of
Commodity Credit funds made available
to the Commodity Credit Corporation by
existing law, including section 4, Public
Law 147, approved on July 1, 1941, as
amended.”

Assuming for the sake of argument
that certain gentlemen are correct in
their interpretation that this does inter-
fere with the payment of producer sub-
sidies, which, of course, is denied, this
does not in any manner interfere with
the operation of subsection (e) of section
2 of the Emergency Price Control Act of
1942,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes to complete my
answer,

Mr. Chairman, subsection (e) of sec-
tion 2 of the Emergency Price Control
Act of 1942 provides that—

Whenever the Administrator—

Meaning, of course, the Price Control
Administrator—

determines that the maximum necessary
production of any commodity is not being
obtained or may not be obtained during the
ensuing year, he may, on behalf of the
United States, without regard to the provi-
sions of law requiring competitive bidding,
buy or sell at public or private sale, or store
or use, such commodity in such quantities
and in such manner and upon such terms
and conditions as he determines to be neces-
sary to obtain the maximum necessary pro-
duction thereof or otherwise to supply the
demand therefor, or make subsidy payments
to domestic producers of such commeodity in
such amounts and in such manner and upon
such terms and conditions as he determines
to be necessary to obtaln the maximum
necessary production thereon.

That gives the Price Control Admin-
istrator the authority to pay subsidies to
marginal high cost producers of any

.commodity to obtain the maximum
amount of production. I eannot at the
moment refer to the particular passage
in the law but I believe there is a passage
in the Price Control Act which says that
the Price Control Act may be adminis-
tered through any other agency than the
Price Administrator upon a directive of
the President assigning these duties to
that other agency.

So, assuming that there is an am-
biguity in this act, which I do not admit,
the President could under the terms of
the Price Control Act vest in the Com-
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modity Credit Corporation or any other
agency of the Government the power
which now vests in the Price Control Ad-
ministrator to pay subsidies to high cost
domestic producers without interfering
in any way whatsoever with the general
price scale,

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 1 additional
minute.

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. In the opinion
of the gentleman, then, the adoption of
this legislation will in no way jeopardize
the announced program for sugarcane
and sugar beets for 1943 and 1944?

Mr. WOLCOTT. The only way it
could possibly interfere with the sugar
program would be in the manner in
which the money is raised with which to
encourage the expansion of production.
That applies as well to the sugar cane
program as to sugar beets.

Mr. PATMAN., Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr., PATMAN. I respect the opinion
of the gentleman from Michigan always,
but the gentleman who will enforce this
law, the War Food Administrator, Mr,
Jones, has given consideration to section
3 and he states that section 3 in its pres-
ent form, if included in the bill, will prac-
tically destroy the support price program.
Carrying forward the support price pro-
gram will involve some losses.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Of course, it is per-
fectly absurd for the War Food Ad-
ministrator to take that attitude or for
his attorneys to give an opinion to that
effect in view of the expressed mandate
of section 3.

Mr. PATMAN. He is a mighty good
lawyer himself.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chalr-
man, I yield myself T minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill confains four
sections. Section 1 provides that an
appraisal of the assets of the Commodity
Credit Corporation shall be made annu-
ally on the 30th day of June instead of
on the 1st day of January as heretofore,
the 30th day of June being the last day
of the fiscal year. The basis for the
appraisal is cost at time of appraisal, or
the average market price during the last
month of the fiscal year, whichever is
lower,

Section 2 extends the life of the Corpo-
ration to the 30th day of June 1945.
Section 2 also provides for an audit of the
capital-fund operations of the Corpora-
tion by the General Accounting Office an-
nually,

Section 3 deals with subsidies, and is
quite controversial. I shall refer to this
later on.

Section 4 gives the Commodity Credit
Corporation authority to sell perishable
fruits and vegetables owned and con-
trolled by it below cost when there is a
likelihood of deterioration,
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Sections 1, 2, and 4 are not controver-
sial and are desirable to everyone.

Mr. Chairman, the vast sums of money
provided the Army and Navy in the past
few years have given us the best fed, the
best clothed, and the best trained armed
forces in the world. We are on the of-
fensive in every theater and on all fronts.
Our loyal, patriotic, and alert leaders
and fighting forces are thinking of but
one thing, and that is to win this war and
win it as quickly as possible.

Our war front is almost perfect. No
one dares to criticize our great leaders
and our fighting boys. They have been
so successiul and their mistakes are so
few that even the enemy is withdrewing
and shortening its lines in every theater.

The home front is not what we desire.
The American people generally are
against regimentation, but we must real-
ize that we cannot have the same free-
dom in business in time of war that we
have in peacetime. We must realize that
we will suffer hardships and will have
to be denied many things that are es-
sential to the war effort. We must be
brought to the realization that security
comes before prosperity.

The O. P. A, and W. P. B, have irri-
tated a lot of people of this country by so
much “red tape” and unnecessary regu-
lations and ceilings, but no one ‘desires
inflation. ‘The American people do not
desire to see the purchasing power of
their dollar reduced in value to 25 cents,
as it was following World War No. 1.

While the home front is not what it
should be, let us take a look at the home
front 10 years ago, when our merchants
were going into bankruptcy all over the
country, banks were breaking every-
where, industry was paralyzed, and
farmers were piling up surplus after sur-
plus and headed for financial ruin.
Bread lines formed in every town and
city of this great country, with thou-
sands and thousands of men in the lines
begging for bread. You know what is in
the heart and mind of a father when he
knows that his helpless wife and starv-
ing child are suffering for something to
eat. Something had to be done and done
then to save America. Do you know of
anybody suffering for something to eat or
something to wear today?

When Congress met in 1933 in this
Chamber it was necessary, in order to
save America, to pass some legislation
to benefit all groups in every section of
this great country. It is very difficult
sometimes to pass a general law to foster
the interests of certain sections of this
country without crippling the struggling
energies of other sections, so it was nec-
essary to pass a series of laws to benefit
all and save the country. Some of them
worked well and some did not. Two of
the most outstanding achievements ever
passed by an American Congress were the
law guaranteeing bank deposits and the
law creating the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration., The first law helped every-
body. The banking law has restored the
confidence of our people in the local
lending institutions, That saved the
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people. Not a depositor has lost a dime
in the banks of America since the year
1933.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 additional minutes.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
was organized to stabilize the prices of
agricultural products. It came to the
rescue of the American farmer at a time
when he had no avenue of escape. In
this fashion, it loaned to him money so
that he could hold his surplus crops off
the market and sell them in an orderly
way. It has saved thousands and thou-
sands of farms of this country.

The American farmer is appreciative
of his Government coming to his rescue
when he was helpless. He has shown
his gratitude by paying in full these
loans plus the interest. He has shown
further appreciation when the great
Government called upon him to produce,
produce, and produce more crops to feed
our armed forces and the civilian popu-
lation by responding to this request
wholehea. tedly.

A few days ago the United States De-
partment of Agriculture issued another
chapter in the amazing war record of
American farmers. It showed that de-
spite the greatest difficulties—shortages
of man and machine power, floods in the
spring and drought in midsummer—de-
spite these the farmers have produced
this year another wartime record vol-
ume of crops and livestock—more than
3,000,000,000 bushels of corn and 1,500,-
000,000 bushels of other feed grains, more
than 835,000,000 bushels of wheat, more
than 200,000,000 bushels of soybeans,
more than 2,600,000,000 pounds of pea-
nuts. The farmers produced this year
more than 118,000,000,000 pounds of milk,
more than 4,500,000,600 dozens of eggs,
more than 125,000,000 hogs, and they
marketed the largest number of cattle in
the Nation's history.

This record production of food sur-
passes that of last year, which itself was
a record. The basis for this war produc-
tion lies, to some extent, in nearly 10
years of agricultural adjustment pro-
grams designed to bring order out of
chaos which had previously existed in
our agricultural economy.

Commodity Credit Corporation has
been in the forefront of these develop-
ments and achievements during the last
10 years. This corporation was organ-
ized in 1933, at a time when the national
economy was burdened with great sur-
pluses of farm products. The prices the
farmers were getting for their erops and
livestock were at bankruptcy levels. The
gross farm income in 1932 was less than
$6,000,000,000. This was the smallest for
which the Department of Agriculture has
any records running back to 1910. In
the following year—in 1933—the gross
farm income increased to nearly $7,-
000,000,000; but by 1937 the gross income
had increased to more than $11,000,-
000,000. Last year it was more than
$18,000,000,000.

During all of this period of economic
improvement, the Commodity Credit
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Corporation was actively engaged in
making loans to farmers on their sur-
plus crops of cotton, corn, wheat, and
tobacco—helping to support the prices
of these commodities by lessening the
burden of supplies upon the markets.
The large quantity of corn—nearly
300,000,000 bushels—put under loan in
1933-34 was an invaluable reservoir of
supplies needed during the drought years
of 1934 and 1936. In 1933 and 1934 more
than 6,500,000 bales of cotton were put
under loan—action which importantly
relieved the markets of the heavy weight
of cotton surpluses. Large quantities of
dark tobacco were also put under loan
during this period.

These loan programs were really the
beginning of our modern ever-normal
granary designed to accumulate sur-
pluses of food, feed, and fibers during
years of excess production for use in later
years when weather and other conditions
should reduce the production below cur-
rent needs.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
was authorized to makaloans on all agri-
cultural commodities, but the Corpora-
tion was specifically directed to offer
loans on wheat, corn, and cotton to pro-
ducers cooperating in adjustment and
conservation programs when supplies of
these commodities should rise above or
prices fall below specified levels, the rate
of loan to be between 52 and 75 percent
of the parity price of the product.

In 1941 the Secretary of Agriculture
was directed by Congress to make loans
on 1941 crops of the five basic commodi-
ties—cotton, corn, wheat, tobacco, and
rice—at 85 percent of parity to produc-
ers. Peanuts were later added as a basic
commodity, and the authority to make
loans at 85 percent of parity was ex-
tended through the crop year 1946. As
for nonbasic crops, the Secretary was
directed in separate legislation to sup-
port a price of not less than 85 percent of
parity or a comparable price—whenever
the Secretary of Agriculture should an-
nounce the need to increase the produc-
tion of such commodities during the ex-
isting war emergency.

In October last year Congress in-
creased the loan rafes to 90 percent of
parity unless the President should deter-
mine that loans on basic crops at rates
previously fixed were necessary to pre-
vent an increase in the cost of feed for
livestock and poultry and to aid in the
effective prosecution of the war. Loan
rates on cotton, tobacco, and rice were
raised to 90 percent of parity and rates
on corn and wheat were maintained at
85 percent of parity. The same law also
provided for the making of loans by the
Commodity Credit Corporation on basic
crops for a period of 2 years after the
war.

From 1933 through 1941 the Corpora-
tion had made approximately $2,000,-
000,000 of loans to farmers on a long list
of commodities whick included feed
grains, naval stores, bread grains, cotton,
wool, peanuts and other products. Its
realized losses through March 31, 1942,
on this volume of business totaled a little
more than $21,000,000, or approximately
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1 percent. As I have indicated, the
gross farm income had been less than
$6,000,000,000 in 1932, the gross income
in 1942 was more than $18,000,000,000.

Until 2 years ago the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation was engaged almost ex-
clusively in making loans to farmers,
But just as it has been necessary to con-
vert our industrial plant to the making
of munitions, it has been necessary to
convert our agricultural plant to the pro-
duction of commodities in quantity and
in kind needed for the war against the
Axis. As a part of the program to in-
crease the production of feed, food, and
fibers during this war period, the De-
partment of Agriculture made a com-
mitment to farmers that the prices of
specified commodities would be sup-
ported by means of loans and purchases.
The principal objective was to increase
the production of vegetable oils, dairy
products, poultry products, and meats.

Stimulated by the imperative war need
for increased farm production and aided
by exceptionally favorable weather for
planting, cultivating and harvesting
crops, our farmers produced and mar-
keted in 1942 the greatest volume of
agricultural products in the Nation’s his-
tory. This large volume of production
met the increasing military require-
ments here and abroad and made pos-
sible for civilians at home to have ade-
quate nutrition. Loans to farmers to-
taled a little more than $800,000,000 dur-
ing 1842-43 fiscal year, as compared with
$626,000,000 in 1941-42, Loans to farm-
ers during the past year were larger,
principally because of the larger quanti-
ties of wheat and cotton put under loan,
and because of an increase in loan rates.
Loans on corn were smaller than in
1942 since market prices were higher
than the loan values. Other commodi-
ties on which the Corporation made
loans during the last fiscal year included
barley, fiber flax, flaxseed, grain sor-
ghums, linseed oil, olive oil, rosin, soy-
beans, and turpentine.

In addition, the purchases of commod-
ities by the Corporation totaled approxi-
mately $2,700,000,000 as contrasted with
less than $1,000,000,000 the preceding
year. About $1,500,000,000 of these pur-
chases were for lend-lease account, as
compared with $900,000,000 on this ac-
count in 1941-42. The remainder of
purchases consisted principally of oil
crops, tobacco, naval stores, cotton lin-
ters, wool, sugar, and other commodities.
Large quantities of foreign-produced
agricultural commodities were bought to
supplement domestic supplies for civil-
ians and war uses. These included cof-
fee, sugar, tea, cocoa, flax, fats and oils,
and other commodities to be brought
into the United States or held in foreign
countries under wartime control pro-
grams,

Corporation sales of commodities dur-
ing 1942-43 totaled $2,800,000,000 as
compared with $1,000,000,000 the pre-
ceding year. These sales included both
domestic and foreign commodities which
had been purchased for lend-lease ac-
count and for civilian and military uses.
Large quantities of tobacco were sold in
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connection with a program designed
to maintain the foreien market for
United States tobacco. Considerable
cotton the Corporation had acquired un-
der nonrecourse provisions of loans to
farmers during preceding years was sold
without loss for lend-lease account. A
large tonnage of wheat and corn simi-
larly acquired was sold below cost to
stimulate the wartime production of
meats, milk, and eggs. Substantial
quantities of wheat and corn were sold
for the manufacture of industrial alco-
hol for war uses.

I have addressed the Congress upon
several occasions in the past regarding
the detailed operations of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and the part it
has played in helping to improve the
economic situation of our farmers; of
the stabilizing effect of the loan pro-
grams on cotton, corn, wheat, tobacco,
and other commodities; and of the re-
sultant benefits to producers. Since
1933, the Corporation has lent farmers
more than $3,500,000,000. Most of this
sum has been repaid with interest, the
remainder being represented by commod-
ities turned over to the Corporation in
satisfaction of loans.

The loans to cotton growers alone dur-
ing this period have totaled nearly
$1,500,000,000, of which only $230,000,000
was outstanding on June 30 last. The
loans to the wheat growers totaled more
than $1,000,000,000, of which only one
hundred and sixty-one million was out-
standing on June 30. The loans to pro-

ducers of corn totaled $668,000,000, of '

which only sixty-seven million was out-
standing on June 30, and practically
all of which has been paid off by now.
Of the total of more than $3,500,000,000
for all commodities, only four hundred
and eighty million was outstanding on
June 30, but, of course, this sum will now
inerease as the 1943 crops go under loan
at the 85 and 90 percent of parity as
prescribed by Congress.

Several years ago when we had up a
bill in this Chamber to extend the life
of the Commodity Credit Corporation,
quite an attack was made on loans to the
cotton farmer. At that time the Cor-
poration had a loss of nearly $200,000,-
000 on cotton, and no loss then on corn
or wheat., I remember then making the
statement on this floor that cotton did
not deteriorate, that in the course of a
few years the Government, instead of
losing on cotton, would make a profit.
Since then on Government-owned cotton
sold by the Corporation, the Corpora-
tion realized a profit of $50,000,000; and,
at the present price, on the 3,200,000
bales of cotton to which the Government
has title, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion now has a profit of approximately
$30 a bale or $96,000,000 if the cotton
were sold today. The total profit on the
cotton sold by the Corporation and on
the present Government-owned cotton
amounts to approximately $146,000,000.
The Government has lost on corn and
wheat in the last couple of years.

The Corporation is buying and selling
a large part of the soybean crop, and

-ported in 1944.
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all of the record crop of peanuts pro-
duced this year. Part of the peanut
crop is being sold at a loss to the proces-
sors of vegetable oils, and part at a profit
to the sellers of peanuts used in the
manufacture of other edible products.
The Corporation is buying this season
more than 300,000,000 pounds of tobacco
for sale to Great Britain, a continuance
of the program to maintain the foreign
market for United States tobacco. It has
bought a large part of the 1943 wool
clip—more than 200,000,000 pounds—
for sale at prices designed to maintain
the production of wool.

Since July 1 of this year the Corpora-
tion has sold more than 160,000,000
bushels of feed wheat at prices designed
to maintain the production of dairy and
poultry products at high wartime levels.
It is importing feed grains from Canada
and Argentina to supplement the dimin-
ished feed supply for livestock feeding.
It is importing both vegetable and ani-
mal high-protein byproduct feed for live-
stock production. It is importing fats
and oils to supplement our own produc-
tion of these commodities and to make
possible increased exports to our allies.

In 1942 the gross farm income for all
agricultural produtts totaled $18,628,-
000,000, as contrasted with thirteen bil-
lion eight hundred and forty-eight mil-
lion in 1941. But this year—largely be-
cause of the price-support programs of
the War Food Administration—the gross
will be approximately $22,000,000,000.

Last Thursday the Nation celebrated
Armistice Day by working in the muni-
tions plants, the shipyards, and the air-
plane factories turning out the imple-
ments needed to end this war and pro-
duce another Armistice Day later on. It
was altogether fitting, I believe, that the
War Food Administrator, Marvin Jones,
should also announce on Armistice Day
the production goals which farmers re-

ported they would strive to reach in |

1944, These goals add up to 380,000,000
acres of crops, as contrasted with
364,000,000 acres in 1943 and with
354,000,000 in 1942, Increases were in-
dicated in acreages of food and feed
grains above the acreages planted this
year, in oil and fiber crops, in sugar
crops, in vegetables, and in other crops
such as dried beans, dried peas, and
tobacco.

On top of the splendid record they have
made this year, our farmers are eager to
produce in 1844 a still larger volume of
food, feed, and fibers. I believe it un-
fortunate, therefore, that the War Food
Administrator has been unable to an-
nounce the price levels at which the
various agricultural products will be sup-
Of course, the loan pro-
grams are mandatory, but there are
necessities beyond the loan programs if
the 1944 production goals are to be
achieved.

These necessities include the financing
and handling of the commodities for
which price supports must be established
at higher levels than in 1943 in order to
offset the increased cost of farm produc-
tion. Farmers look to the Commodity
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Credit Corporation for this protection,
as they have come to respect and depend
upon that agency through the years of
recovery from the depression of the early
1930’s, and as they do now in this time
of war emergency. The uncertainty
that now surrounds the continuance of
the Commodity Credit Corporation al-
ready is having a hampering effect upon
our war-food production program. It
is incumbent upon us to remove that
uncertainty—to assure farmers that
they will have the fullest measure of
physical and economic assistance from
both the legislative and administrative
branches of the Government. With this
assurance, and if they can get more labor
and the machine power and other phys-
ical equipment needed to do the job, our
farmers will set a new high mark of
achievement in 1944,

Mr. Chairman, it is both necessary and
desirable to continue support prices to
aid the farmer so that he can obtain suf-
ficient production to feed our great
armed forces and cur civilian people,
Subsidies to roll back prices are uneco-
nomical, and somewhat inflationary.
Such subsidies do not bring about more
production. Abundant production with
reasonable prices is anti-inflationary in
character.

This bill does away with such types of

subsidies but it gives the right to extend

the support prices so the farmer can
produce to save America and the Allies,
It also does not interfere with the loan
features under existing law.

I shall support this bill, Section 3 is
the only controversial section in the bill,
but regardless of what becomes of sec-
tion 3 I want the life of the Commodity
Credit Corporation extended beyond De-
cember 31 of this year. To do away with
the only vehicle which came to the rescue
of the great farming class of this country
would be detrimental to three-fourths of
our farmers who feed us all.

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been
said about the exceptions that have been
made in the case of domestic vegetable
oils in section 3. I have this to say. It
is necessary to have price supports on
oilseeds in order to obtain the necessary
production. In the case of peanuts, for
example, this was an edible crop be-
fore the war. The sudden shortage of
fats and oils made it necessary fo ex-
pand the peanut crop for oil purposes.
This commodity is an extremely high-
cost source of oil, Consequently, it
could not compete with other fats and
oils without a type of subsidy. Itiscon-
tended that the only alternative was
to permit competing oils to advance to
the peanut-cost level which would have
entailed a much greater cost than the
subsidy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has again ex-
pired.

Mr, BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair=-
man, I yield myself 3 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want the
American people to be misled by how
much this type of subsidy will benefit the
consumer, When you know that each
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consumer will be benefited by approxi-
mately 83 cents per month, it is very little
aid.

Mr. Bowles, the O. P. A. Administrator,
announced that if this bill passed milk
would go up 1 cent a quart. Now, how
much would that cost the consumers?
Based on the estimate that an individ-
ual uses only 15 quarts of milk per month,
this cost would be 15 cents a month to a
consumer. Is that a heavy burden on
anyone? Now, the main thing at issue,
and let us be frank about it, is whether
the consumers shall pay the entire cost
of their food hill out of their current in-
comes in the form of slightly higher
prices amounting to 83 cents monthly
per capita for some commodities, or
whether part of the food bill is to be paid
for with borrowed money and added to
the public debt to be paid by our return-
ing soldiers and their children. The is-
sue is simple. The subsidies to the con-
sumer so far amount to so little, 83 cents
a month, and if Mr. Bowles has to in-
crease the ceiling 1 cent a quart on milk,
on 15 quarts, the average amount con-
sumed by the average consumer per
month, then his milk bill will be in-
creased by only 15 cents.

" The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia, I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WhuicHT] such time as he may desire.

Mr. WRIGHT. I wish to commend the
gentleman who acted as Chairman in
charge of the bill on this side for his ex-
treme fairness in yielding and giving time
to those who disagree with him to some
extent on the subsidy question. I think
the Recorp should show his kindness and
consideration in that respect.

Mr. PATMAN. 1 desire to make the
same statement and agree with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WrIGHT].
The gentleman in charge of the bill has
been very fair and it is appreciated very
much.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield.

Mr, ZIMMERMAN. In view ~f the
statements made by the gentleman from
Louisiana, the gentleman from Texas,
and the gentleman from Michigan, as to
the provisions in this bill to continue
support prices for the production of
food; it seems to me that that vital ques-
tion ought to be fully discussed before
we vote on this bill, because if we pass
any legislation here, Mr. Chairman, that
will prevent the War Food Administrator
from producing the necessary food that
this Nation is going to need, the Ameri-
can people will never forgive us and we
will be held responsible. Therefore, I
hope that this provision of the bill will
be discussed and explained so that there
will not be a question or doubt in the
mind of any Member of the House. To
me that is one of the most serious things
that we have to consider, and so little
has been said about it in this debate.

The bill is so written that you have
to go back and refer to other provisions
in other measures in order to find out just
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what powers the War Food Administrator
has, and I say, Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me that a lot of discussion has gone on
here about matters that are not of grave
consequence. But I say the production
of food and the authority to produce it is
something that the American people will
hold the Members of this body respon-
sible for if we make a mistake,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield my-
self 1 minute, Mr, Chairman.

I do not think there is any question
about section 3 permitting the support

prices to be carried on. I do not think'

any lawyer who reads that section care-
fully can doubt it. If there is any doubt
we will correct it. Certainly we intended
to continue support prices. I made the
statement, and many members of the
committee made the same statement,
that section 3 of the bill continues sup-
port prices, Now, if there is any doubt in
your mind, read the majority report on
this section. It is as clear as it can be to
me. If it does not carry out the theory of
extending support prices for farmers to
produce war crops, it must do so.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Will the gentleman
yield. :

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. WOLCOTT. May 1 observe fur-
ther in that respect that it might be a
coincidence, but it just so happens that
although we do not claim and nobody
claims at the present moment, because
the program has not proceeded far
enough, perhaps, the payment of sub-
sidies has caused a curtailment in the
production of those commodities upon
which consumer subsidies: have been
paid, it is self-evident from all of the
information which has been presented
to us that it has in no manner increased
the production of those commodities
upon which consumer subsidies are paid.

Mr., PATMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. PATMAN. This is so important
that I think a lot of the Members, like
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Zm-
MERMAN], are also ho.iestly trying to find
out what the situation is. I think we
can take the language of section 3 itself
and very quickly discover. I concede in
the first part of section 3 it says, “no
losses shall be absorbed except on pro-
grams that are announced before Octo-
ber 13, 1943,” and lots of programs were

announced before that time. But it spe-.

cifically says where they are even an-
nounced before October 3, that they
shall expire December 31, 1943. Now,
this other proviso which I think the gen-
tleman refers to has this limitation an it.
It is a major limitation, that the support
price cannoft be any higher than the
maximum price; or I will say it in another
way, in the way that the bill says, “that
the maximum price must be as high as
the support price.” Now, does that
mean in order for the Administrator to
have proper support prices he has got to
go and see the Office of Price Administra-
tion and get them to agree to raise the
maximum prices, or will it automatically
force the War Food Administrator to
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raise all prices in order to have a sup-
port price, say, in one section where it is
a high-cost area? I think it is a very
material and important point and I hope
that time is given to clear it up.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN, The reason I am
raising the point at this time is I have
great respect for the legal ability and the
splendid judgment of my colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL-
corrl. Likewise, I have high respect for
the legal ability and for the judgment of
the War Food Administrator, Judge
Jones, who is known to this body. When "
gentlemen with the learning and abil-
ity of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr, Worcorr] and Judge Jones différ on
this very important and vital subjeet, it
seems to me that we should proceed
cautiously until we settle, if possible, this
highly important issue.

Mr. PATMAN. Would the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorr] be willing
to accept an amendment that will make
plain what he said on the floor in regard
to this question, in plain language, with-
out reference to any laws?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I would want to see
the amendment.

Mr. PATMAN.
it clearer.

Mr, WOLCOTT. I have been offered
by the Wag Food Administrator a so-
called clarifying amendment, which
would nullify the clear intent of Con-
gress with respect to section 3. So the
gentleman will pardon me if I do not ac-
cept any pigs in pokes.

Mr. PATMAN. No. I am asking the
gentleman to write the amendment like
his speech reads. In other words, take
a part of his speech.

Mr, WOLCOTT. I think the language
of the amendment is just about as clear
as it can be made. I have no objection
whatsoever and I do not think anyone
else on the commitiee or in this House
should have any objection to any amend-
ment which will elarify any ambiguities
in the bill. I have had this sugar prono-
sition put up to me, as well as several
others. I think the sugar men are very
well satisfied now that there is no pro-
hibition in here against any sugar pro-
gram. When you start clarifying more
or less general statements to meet spe-
cific problems, then the gentleman knows
as well as I do what happens. We are
legislating policies, not particular, spe-
cific questions. We are trying to lay out
a wise policy, and we have to rely upon
Jjudicious and courageous administration
of these laws. We cannot administer
them, of course.

Judge Jones is a good lawyer, a splen-
did gentleman, an honest, patriotic eiti-
zen, and public servant. He knows, as a
lawyer and a judge, that he can readily
determine the intent of Congress by
reading what all courts read when they
are confronted with a question of legis-
lative intent, namely, the committee re=
port. If Judge Jones will read the com-
mittee report, it perhaps is made more

I mean, it will make
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definite in the committee report than it
is in the language itself, that we intend
in no manner whatsoever to interfere
witih, any of the legitimate programs of
the Commodity Credit Corporation or of
the other agencies of the Government
which have to do with the production,
processing, and distribution of food.

Mr., PATMAN., Will the gentleman
yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes, I yield.

Mr. PATMAN, The gentleman is a
good lawyer and I know it and I do not
believe he will contend that the interpre-
tation placed upon this bill by the com-
mittee or any of the members of the
committee will be used as a basis for the
decision of a court, if it contradicts the
plain, unmistakable language in the
amendment or section.

Mr. WOLCOTT, I may say to the
gentleman that unless there is specific
contradictory language in the act itself,
the courts are bound to accept the in-
terpretation of the committee report.
I say that the language of the bill, al-
though in general terms, establishing a
general policy, is not contradictory to
that, In fact, the committee report
substantiates the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wor-
corT] has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD],

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
have listened with a great deal of interest
to the debate on this subject yesterday
and today. Last night I listened to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Horan] on the radio. He made a fine,
statesmanlike speech, and I want to com-
mend him for it. I also listened to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
Anperson] today in his able presenta-
tion. Like Agrippa said, “Almost thou
persuadest me to be a Christian.”

The charge has been made that sub-
sidies are un-American. That charge
" has been fully and completely answered
by numerous speakers. Subsidies are
part and parcel of our American eco-
nomic history. Every tariff law passed
has been for the subsidization of some
segment of American business. Every
land grant or franchise to an individual
or corporation by the Government has
been in effect a subsidy. Every crop or
farm loan at lower than customary pri-
vate interest rate has been a subsidy at
the taxpayer’s expense.

Every Defense Plant Corporation loan
to American business for the purpose of
plant expansion which included rapid
amortization clauses or lower-than-usual
interest rate is a subsidy. And when
the war is over, every readjustment of
contract or plant indebtedness will be a
further subsidy to private business at
the expense of the American taxpayer.
8o the charge that subsidies are un-
American is fallacious, the charge is un-
true.

The charge is made for the purpose of
dragging the red herring across the trail
and confusing the American people.
Those who make this charge may suc-
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ceed in confusing the people now, but
when the price of living advances 10, 15,
or even 25 percent during 1944, they will
not face a confused people. They will
face an enraged people.

If the price of living goes up 10 percent
in 1944 it will cost the people of the
United States $15,000,000,000. Is there
a man in this Congress who will deny
that we face a 10 percent rise in the
cost of living if price control is sabo-
taged? You cannot have price control
without subsidies for below-cost pro-
tucers and you cannot keep the price
of living down without price control.
The expense of $800,000,000 in subsidies
will provide the farmer a fair price for
his products.

No one will deny that farm income
has risen 196 percent since 1939, In com-
parison nonfarm income has risen 90
percent, The wartime rise in net income
of farmers is not confined to any one
type of farmer, but extends to all types
as a careful study by the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics shows. In 1939 the
farmers received $4,668,000,000 for their
products, and it is estimafted by the
Bureau of Agricultural Economiecs that
they will receive over $12,000,000,000 this
year. These prices are stable in com-
parison with the price of wages. If we
destroy stabilization and lay the ground-
work for a severe inflation, the farmers
will be the chief ones to suffer as they
were in 1921 and 1922, The mortgage
companies will recapture the land and
we will again burn corn and wheat for
fuel instead of coal. Who is it then that
opposes the use of subsidies?

There are two groups in this Congress
who oppose subsidies. The first and
smaller group is composed of those who
are yielding to the pressure of profes-
sional farm organization leaders who
claim to represent the best interests of
the rank and file of American farmers.
I do not believe they properly represent
the best interests of the rank and
file of the American farmers, because an
attack on stabilization will in the long
run hurt the farmers the most. An at-
tack on subsidies now will be used in the
post-war era as a precedent to deny the
farmer fair prices. The argument today
is to return to the law of supply and
demand. Obviously this argument is
based on the extraordinary demand for
farm products during this war emer-
gency. If you eliminate price control
during these times for agricultural com-
modities, how can you depart from the
Jaw of supply and demand when these
same cominodities become surpluses in
the post-war era?

The second group who oppose sub-
sidies, I am convinced, are opposing
them strictly from a political standpoint.
The fact that the Republican Party is
voting as a bloc on this issue is ample
proof that this is a partisan stand. Let
us Democrats be realistic about this mat-
ter. What does the Republican Party
stand to gain by this attack upon price
control?

A rise in the cost of living through-
out our country will create great con-
fusion and resentment in the minds of
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the average consumer, many of whom
have not received an increase in their
earning power. An increase in the cost
of living will disrupt the present com-
paratively peaceful labor situation. The
wage earners of this country will be
forced to demand additional wages.
Opposition to this demand will involve
the workers in strikes. This will create
confusion throughout the Nation and
in the ensuing confusion the blame will
be placed by the newspapers and radios,
which are controlled by the Republican
philosophy, on the Democratic Party.

I want to make it very plain that many
of us realize the value politically to the
Republican Party in their furtherance of
this part of their plan to capture polit-
ical control of the Nation, but I do want
to appeal to my. fellow Democrats to
support the subsidy price control stabi-
lization plan. It is the only way to pre-
vent inflation. Remember this subsidy
plan is not a plan advanced by theorists
or economists. Insofar as it has Deen
properly applied, it has worked in the
past few months to arrest the heretofore
rapidly rising cost of living. Congress
has directed the Price Administrator,
Chester Bowles, to replace the profes-,
sors and economists with businessmen.
This he has done. Thirty-eight out of
the top forty-four executives in the O, P.
A. have been drawn from the most repre-
sentative businesses in America—men
whose experience has been with nation-
ally-known firms such as Armour & Co.,
great department stores such as Macy's
and Wanamakers, men who have had
years of food experience with General
Foods, Inc., and so forth. These men all
agree that subsidies are necessary to con-
trol the price of living. They look upon
this method as the only way to stabilize
the fact-yielding line. When you vote
against subsidies you are not voting
against theorists. You are voting against
the cold analyfical conclusions of rep-
resentative businessmen from the larg-
est business firms in America. An in-
vestment of $800,000,000 is a goed busi-
nessman’s bargain, as Chesier Bowles
recently said. It will prevent at this
time a 10 percent rise in the cost of living
which will cost the American people $15,-
000,000,000.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr, DILwEec]. e

Mr. DILWEG. Mr. Chairman,Ishould
like to have the gentleman from Michi-
gan answer the question propounded by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN]
when he asked him whether or not the
support price paid to a part of a general
field would affect the maximum price of
the entire field?

Mr. WOLCOTT. With respect to
sugar?

Mr. DILWEG. Yes; I think that is a
good example,

Mr, WOLCOTT. All right; let us take
sugar. I do not want to get into a con-
fusion of figures, but I understand that
the sugar produced domestically in con-
tinental United States amounts to 29 per-
cent of the sugar we consume and that
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this is divided 26 percent beet sugar and
3 percent cane sugar.

Under the O. P. A. Act, even if all of
these other acts were negatived by this
law, the O. P. A. Administrator could
pay the domestic producers of sugar,
whether it be cane or beet, the half cent
or the cent which might be considered
necessary to get the maximum amount
of production without having to pay that
half cent or cent to the 71 percent of
off-shore sugar; so we have not seen fit
to answer specifically the gentleman from
Texas in the exaggerated claim he made
of the millions and millions it would cost
in the sugar bill of the Nation. It could
not cost any more than a half cent or
cent a pound on the amount of sugar
produced domestically.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself 1 minute.

Mr. DILWEG. Is not that a matter
of interpretation of law? 1Is that the
gentleman’s interpretation of that law?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes.

Mr. DILWEG. Then how does the
gentleman account for the fact that the
law does propose this: That support
prices shall continue to be announced
and so forth—and sta.tps:

Any maximum prices heretofore or here-
under established for such commodity shall
not be below the support price therelor.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does the gentleman
believe that this bill repeals the Price
Control Act?

Mr. DILWEG. I am asking the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I do not belicve this
bill repeals the Price Control Act. I be-
lieve that if the domestic producers of
sugar are actually high-cost marginal
producers, then the O. P. A. has the au-
thority to subsidize them just as they
have the authority to subsidize high-cost
marginal domestic producers of copper
or any other material, b

Mr. DILWEG. But in the main tha
becomes a consumer subsidy, does it not?

Mr, WOLCOTT. Not in any part.

Mr, DILWEG. I claim that it is.

Mr. WOLCOTT. No; it is a subsidy
for the purpose of obtaining the maxi-
mum amount of production which we
have set up in at least two different laws.

Mr. DILWEG. And it does not in-
crease the cost of the article to the con-
sumer.

Mr, WOLCOTT. No; it does not be-
cause you keep your general price down.
It is the same as when you pay a subsidy
of 4 or 7 cents a pound on copper to
open up the high cost marginal pro-
ducer mines; the subsidy is paid for the
purpose of obtaining the maximum
amount of production of copper; and
sugar in this particular case is in the
same position as copper under the Price
Control Act.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. We have been over
this before, have we not?

Mr, MONRONEY, I was going to ask
about another item, that is all
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Mr., MILLER of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp at
this point.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I agree with my colleague
from Michigan [Mr. WoLcotT] that the
principle involved in this legislation is
the most fundamental involved in any
legislation we have considered for a
great many years. I expect to vote for
H. R. 3477, as approved by the House
Banking and Currency Committee, but
I want the REcorp to show just why I am
voting against consumer subsidies.

When this proposal was before the
House last June, I voted against the
subsidy provision and later voted to sus-
tain the President’s veto. I may have
misinterpreted the subsidy section but I
concluded, at that time, that in view of
the circumstances that then existed, the
prohibition against consumer subsidies
went too far. I had previously and, in
fact, on several octasions expressed my
opposition to consumer subsidies. How-
ever, at that time it was generally known
that Congress was about to recess for 2
months. I did not feel then that I
wanted to bar all consumer subsidies
inasmuch as Congress was not going to
be in session for some time.

Today the situation is different. The
President has known for months that an
overwhelming majority of Members of
the House and Senate are opposed to the
payment of consumer subsidies. No one
can deny that we have the right—in faet,
we have the duty to prohibit consumer
subsidies. During the summer I spent
6 weeks at home talking to from 50 to
80 people each day. With the exception
of C. I. O. delegations, no one with whom
I talked urged consumer subsidies. Time
after time, committees representing var-
ious locals of the C. I. O. would urge me
to vote for consumer subsidies but many,
many times, after a discussion of the
question, they would admit that per-
sonally they did not approve of the pro-
gram but they were carrying out instruc-
tions from their national headquarters.

I have spent more time reading, study-
ing, and listening to speeches on this sub-
ject than any other subject considered by
Congress since I have been here. Every
one of us knows that there is nothing
new in this consumer subsidy program.
It has been fried time and time again.
The Caesars experimented with con-
sumer subsidies and, in spite of the

strength of the Roman Empire, it was.

a subsidy program that, in a large way,
wrecked that great empire.

I am,absolutely convinced that the
adoption of this legislation, thereby pre-
venting the payment of consumer sub-
sidy, is not a departure from the Price
Control Act. It is true we ordered the
President to hold prices at the Septem-
ber 1942 level. It has not been done,
even with subsidies. Congress knew
when it adopted the Price Control Act
that there would have to be adjustments,
both up and down, in the prices existing
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in September 1942. No effort had been
made to determine whether or not the
September 1942 prices were economically
sound. As proof of that fact, Congress
recognized the necessity of flexibility,
and I quote a brief provision from the
Emergency Price Conirol Act: /
Provided further, That modifications shall
be made in maximum prices established for
any agricultural commodity and for commod-
ities processed or manufactured in whole or
substantial part from any agricultural com-
modity, under regulations to be prescribed
by the President in any case where it appears
that such modification is necessary to in-
crease the production of such commodity for
war purposes, or where by reason of increased
labor or other costs to the producers of such
agricultural commodity incurred since Janu-
ary 1, 1941, the maximum prices so estab-
lished will not reflect such Increased costs.

Prices can even now be adjusted down-
ward in some cases without the payment
of subsidies. If you doubt this, I call
your attention to Mr. Vinson's order,
which appeared in last night’s Washing-
ton paper, ordering a reduction of 25
percent in the price of citrus fruits.
Our colleague the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PaTman] has referred to every farm-
relief payment as a subsidy. Certainly
roll-back consumer subsidies are nof
being proposed as a relief measure. Not
when a millionaire can get 5 cents out of
the Federal Treasury for every pound of
sirloin steak he buys—if he can find the
sirloin. How can anyone argue that it
is not inflationary to take a maximum of
$800,000,000 out of the Federal Treasury
and use it to pay part of the grocery bill
of every consumer in the United States?

It has been said that the adoption of
this bill means uncontrolled infiation,
upward spiraling prices, and so forth. I
ask in all seriousness, How come? Do
those who advance that argument mean
to imply that this administration will
take a dog-in-the-manger attitude, and
take off all price conirol, thereby per-
mitting prices to soar, simply because
Congress, in its wisdom, decided to forbid
the payment of consumer subsidies?
Will anyone contend that the announced
consumer subsidy of a few cents a pound
on meat and butter means the difference
between stabilization and uncontrolled
inflation? I do not think so. This Gov-
ernment spent millions of dollars over a
short period of years, trying to increase
the price of farm commodities, by even
more than the few cents involved in this
legislation, and no one feared uncon-
trolled inflation at that time.

I realize there are many people living
on fixed incomes or working for salaries
in nonwar industries who have had no
increase in income since 1939. It is cur
duty to consider their situation, espe-
cially when we take up the tax bill next
week. But they are not the ones who
are clamoring for consumer subsidies.
The ones I hear from, who want part of
their grocery bill paid from the Federal
Treasury, are those who are making more
money than they have made since 1918.
How are the Members of this House who
vote for consumer subsidies going to look
the returning soldier and sailor in the
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eye, afier these servicemen have found
out that you and I, with our $10,000-a-
yesr salary, have voted to take $6.32 out
of the Federal Treasury for each member
of our family and left these returning
servicemen with a debt of $19 that they
. must pay over a period of years for each
$6.32 we have voted ourselves? How will
the man now working on the production
line of this Nation look his son, brother,
or friend in the eye, under such circum-
stances? In closing, I submit that con-
sumer subsidies are un-American, infia-
tionary, and a threat to the future secu-
rity of this Nation.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. LEMXE]L

Mr., LEMEE. Mr. Chairman, I am
not geing to thank the Republicans and
I am not going to thank the Democrats
for the confused and miserable situation
in which this Nation finds itself. If I
had to thank anyone I would have to
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Parman] and his party, because they
are in the majority. The administra-
tion is in their hands and the responsi-
bility, be that good or bad, is theirs pri-
marily.

I repeat, however, that after we are
elected as Members of Congress we
should forget that we are either Repub-
licans or Democrats. Just plain citizens
cooperating and working together for
the best interests of our Nation. We
have made blunders enough. Let us not
make more. We have permitted a few
alphabetical set-ups to all but wreck the
Nation's food supply. To correct these
blunders is our duty and our responsi-
bility not as Democrats and not as Re-
publicans but as Members of Congress—
citizens of the greatest Nation on the
face of the earth.

We are traveling a dangerous road—
the road of subsidies. Subsidies mean
naticnal decay. When the Roman Em-
pire was on its last leg, its rulers gave
subsidies to prolong their reckless rule.
Is it possible that the bureaucracy is
also on its last leg? Is it attempting
to continue its inglorious rule of waste
by giving subsidies? Subsidies are a
fraud and a deception. They would put
millions on the public teat that has al-
ready been sucked dry to the extent of
over $150,000,000,000—the public debt.

Subsidies are based upon the theory
that you can tax yourselves into cheaper
living. Only the unthinking believe that
they can pull themselves up by their own
bootstraps. Subsidies are a delusion be-
cause if we pay them out of present tax-
ation, then, for every 50 cents we receive
we will have to tax ourselves $1. The
other 50 cents will go to the pay-rollers—
the pie counter brigade—that dish them
out to us.

Since we are already over $150,000,-
000,000 in debt, subsidies will have to be
paid out of additional borrowed money.
They will have to be paid in addition to
the expense of distribution together with
interest. They will have to be paid out
of taxes collected during the war and
when the war is over.

They will have to be collected from
those of us who live on a subsistent wage
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or income, We will have to draw in our
belts a few notches further than the 20
percent withholding tax. We are being
taxed all we can stand, Why should we
be foolish enough to collect additional
millions for the pie counter brigade that
ride on our backs, These parasites must
be eliminated. We must use drastic
measures to remove them—Iysol if need
be.

But since we cannot pay these subsi-
dies out of present taxation then when
our sons return from the victorious bat-
tlefields they will be compelled to help
pay our board bill. I appeal to every
father and mother who has a son in the
armed forces, to every brother and sister
of the boys in uniform to register a pro-
test to such a cowardly, dishonorable,
and contemptible attempt on the part
of the stayers at home—an atiempt to
fasten their board bill not only on the
soldiers when they return but on the un-
born millions.

The farmer cannot be fooled. He
knows that when the subsidy went into
force on butter he was rolled back 4 cents
a pound. Again whlien the subsidy went
into effect on beef the rancher was rolled
back 4 cents a pound. He lost $56 on
every steer. Who got the subsidies—let
the O. P. A. answer. Most of it went to
the pie-counter brigade—to the imma-
ture from New York in the O. P. A.
The consumer and the producer were
rolled back. The pay-roller and the
processor got most of the subsidies.

If we grant the major premise of those
who argue in favor of subsidies then they
have a logical argument. But their
major premise is false. It is untrue.
The fact is we are not going to have in-
flation. We have inflation. Let that
sink deep into your conscience. There is
no honesty in saying that subsidies will
prevent inflation. How can they? You
already have the disease.

Subsidies have nothing to do with in-
flation. Inflation has been caused by
printing four times as much money as
we ever had in circulation before. This
money was given to the big concerns—
the cost-plus contractors—and now we
are trying to siphon it back from the
little fellow via 20 percent withholding
tax—via high cost of living. Thus with
one hand we would hand the wage earn-
ers subsidies and with the other hand we
would siphon them away. Ridiculous
but tragie.

I repeat that inflation was brought
about by the cost-plus contracts,
brought about by contracts where Uncle
Sam prints and furnishes all the money
and materials and the contractors get
the 10 percent plus. Of course, the big-
ger the cost the bigger the plus. Inorder
to supply these cost-plus cqntractors
with sufficient money, Uncle Sam just
opened the printing presses. He printed
about $19,247,059,969 where before there
never was over $5,700,000,000. This ad-
ditional $14,000,000,000 was not equally
distributed. It was distributed to a few
and now we want to siphon it back from
the many. i

Why talk about inflation? We have
inflation. It has been brought about by
the Federal Reserve banks opening the
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printing presses for the hig boys—not
for the farmers and the wage earners.
The high cost of living is the result of
inflation, not the cause. The cause of
inflation is the cheapness of money, not
the scarcity of commodities. Lét us do
some straight thinking and not deceive
ourselves with dumbness. Scarcity of
articles does not cause inflation. When
there are crop failures there is not in-
flation. Even in famine countries there
is no inflation. Inflation is caused by the
Government printing too much money.

Some of those who today argued for
subsidies, just a few days ago told us
that the people had too much purchas-
ing power. They were alarmed lest
wages would increase and the working-
men be given more purchasing power.
Yet today those same Members argue
that there is not sufficient purchasing
power, that vou have to give the con-
sumer subsidies. That argument is
contradictory unless we assume that
most of the consumers here under con-
sideration are drones and not wage
earners or workers.

The only way to stop inflation is for
the President and the Federal Reserve
banking system to stop printing money
for the cost-plus contractors. Let them
call in some of the surplus money they
have issued. Sbme of the money sub-
sidies they have given to the big boys.
There is where inflation must be halted
if you are going to halt it. Why should
we cowardly argue all around the thing
that needs correction and that needs
watching? Inflation means just one
thing. More money in circulation than
is healthy for the people. Remember this
money, however, has reached only a
few. The rest of us are being deflated,
not inflated.

Another factor in inflation is the $150,-
000,000,000 of debts. Even the service-
men ask us whether Uncle Sam’s bonds
are safe. Whether they had not better
buy something in place of saving the

*bonds. The people are getting suspicious

of our ability to finance the whole world.
The people are getting suspicious of our
ability to lend-lease indefinitely, The
time has come for an American program
as well as a foreign policy. Charity still
begins at home.

We have been challenged by the gen-
tleman from Texas not only once but
many times to offer a substitute for sub-
sidies in order to bring about full .agri-
cultural production. I will give him a
substitute. Pass H. R. 2475, the cost-of-
production bill. Give to the farmer
what it costs him to produce, and it will
not be necessary to subsidize anybody.

Mr. GAVIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LEMKE, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,

Mr. GAVIN. I know the gentleman
comes from a great farming State. Does
he not think if they would take the
shackles off the American farmer, elim-
inate these restrictions and regula-
tions that are strangling him to death,
and give him a fair price for his prod-
ucts, he would produce all the necessary
food not only for civilian purposes, but
for war purposes as well?
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Does not the gentleman believe that
price control has degenerated into profit
control? The new philosophy of bu-
reaucracy is production for use and not
for profit. They have planned for
months a plan of producer to consumer
to eliminate the farmer, middle man,
small businessman, and small producer.
Do you not believe they intend to regi-
ment the entire agricultural life of the
Nation?

Mr. LEMKE. The gentleman is cor-
rect, and I am coming to that in a mo-
ment,

We have no business to expect the
farmer to produce for less than it costs,
and the farmer is on to the hypocritical
scheme of subsidizing and regimenting
him. He is through with that ignorance.
He who can read ought to read the signs
of the times. We have just had an elec-
tion. That should be an eye-opener even
to those who believe in subsidies—in pull-
ing themselves up by their own boot
straps.

I want to say to my Republican friends
that the recent election was not a signal
to them to go back to the dark ages, but
was a signal to get rid of government by
and through bureaucracy.

Again, I will offer another substitute.
Abolish the O. P. A. and all the other
alphabetical set-ups that are needlessly
wasting manpower and energy, that are
putting unnecessary hardships on the
American people. Congress made a seri-
ous mistake when it surrendered that
power to the executive department.
Congress, if it had its eyes open, should
have put a ceiling and floor on every com-
modity the day after Pearl Harbor. That
ceiling and floor should have been the
price that things were selling at on
December 7.

Then, it should have appointed one
committee, one alphabetical set-up in
place of all the rest, to adjust any differ-
entials that were necessary. Of course,
Congress should have men of ability and
experience on it, not a lot of immature
boys from New York and other large
cities. That would have solved that prob-
lem and we would not find ourselves in
the ridiculous situation we are in today.
It may not be too late yet to do that.

I will give you an example of how the
0. P. A. increased prices. It put a ceiling
on raspberries. A large part of our
raspberries are raised in Minnesota. The
grower could not pick and get them har-
vested at the ceiling they put on them as
one farmer testified before the Members
of Congress that met in Minneapolis.

He had 18 acres of raspberries. When
the O. P. A. fixed the ceiling of 18 cents
a quart he plowed them under—the only
thing he could do; and then the price
went up to 90 cents a quart and you could
not get them even at that.

Another case of O. P. A. bungling was
in the case of potatoes. My farmers sold
their potatoes at 80 cents a hundred
early in the fall of 1942 and when the
O. P. A. put a ceiling on them we paid
$10 a hundred here in Washington. This
for potatoes that were not fit to eat.
These are just two instances out of

hundreds in which the ignorance of the
bureaucracy in these various alphabeti-
cal set-ups has all but wrecked agricul-
ture and the Nation's food supply. Let
us have the courage and the determina-
tion—not as Democrats and Republicans
but just as plain citizens of the United
States in Congress—to cooperate and
correct the blunders. If this Nation is
to live as a democracy we must do it. If
we fail, ours will be the responsibility
not as Republicans and Democrats but
as the representatives of the people of
the greatest Nation on the face of the
earth.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman; I
yvield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF].

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, at
this late hour I do not want to indulge in
a lot of repetition, but I do want to point
out several things that have not been
mentioned. Subsidies have been tried
out in Britain and in Canada for some
years. Yesterday the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Worcorr] stated that
subsidies beget subsidies. How true that
has been in Britain. They started out
in 1940 with a program over there of
£55,000,000 a year on subsidies. This
year it is up to £185,000,000 and still
rising. Yet Britain’s economy is man-
aged much better than ours.

Let us take the case of Canada. Can-
ada has been, in my judgment, very
successful in administering this subsidy
program. If you will look at the October
30, 1943, issue of the Foreign Commerce
Weekly, which has a very informative
article on this subject, you will find that
in Canada only $29,000,000 a year are
used for subsidies on food, but their law
is entirely different from that of Britain
and the United States. Britain, as you
know, has a Ministry of Food that has
complete charge of all matters relating
to food. We tried to get that in the
United States, but we were not success-
ful. Our law is the most haphazard of
all these countries.

Canada takes both wage control and
food control, puts them under the same
head, interlocks them, and settles both
at the same time.

That brings me back to the first price-
control bill against which I voted, and I
am proud of that vote today. I followed
the lead of Mr. Bernard Baruch, who
knew more about price control than
anyone else in the United States. Mr.
Baruch said that that price-control bill
was no good and would not work, and
his statement in that respect has cer-
tainly been verified by what has devel-
oped since then. Constant changes are
being made, and statements are being
made as to what is to be done to prevent
inflation.

A lot has been said about inflation.
I want to point out one thing that has
not been stated. Let us say that we
would take $800,000,000 for consumer
subsidies. It would be borrowed money,
as has been pointed out., Let us say
that we paid it in 50 years. I think
that is a violent assumption because in
my opinion the national debt will not be
paid in 50 years or a hundred years.
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But even conceding that it is paid in 50
years, at 2 percent that would mean
that the taxpayer would have to pay
$1,600,000,000.

The thing I want to point out in addi-
tion to that is this: We sell our bonds
usually to mature in let us say 10 years.
That is quite a long stretch, but I will
take that as an example. We sell this
$800,000,000 worth .of bonds and what
happens? If we follow exactly the
same formula that has been followed in
the past on bond sales, the banks will
purchase 50 or 51 percent and they will
put them up as collateral, currency will
be issued against them, thus increasing
the amount of currency in circulation.

In 10 years you will find that these
banks, if they are still in existence, will
buy 50 or 51 percent and again put it
up as collateral and issue currency
against it. So that in the course of 50
years you not only have to pay this
$800,000,000 twice but you will have is-
sued $3,200,000,000 of currency sagainst
it. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Crawrorp] pointed out yesterday some
interesting facts in regard to the two
dimensions of currency, namely, volume
and velocity. I want to add a little to
what he said, and I agree with every
statement he made.

I want to point out that while, as the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw-
Forp] stated, you had a turn-over of
67 times on the dollar back in 1929, we
are in the position today that our de-
posit turn-over is 25 percent of normal,
What does that mean?

It means that private money has gone
into hiding, and the money that is in
circulation is Government money or
printing press money, because you cannot
call it anything else. It is currency that
is issued against the bonds that are be-
ing sold. So that there is this additional
danger that the more Government money
you put into the bloodstream of com-
merce the greater is the dilution of that
bloodstream and the fewer red corpus-
cles you get in it. In other words, the
more Government money that is put in-
to circulation the less private moriey is
in circulation.

If you advocate Government owner-
ship, Government socialization, then I
have no argument, but if you believe as
I do in the ownership of private property
and that private initiative is the great-
est motive force back of progress, then
you will agree with me that what we
should do is take some of this money out
of circulation and not put more in.

In that connection, may I add this.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Kig-
BERG] made a very interesting speech on
the floor of this House. There is much of
it with which I agree. It was my un-
fortunate experience this summer in go=
ing through my district, where there are
many cheese factories—we have 1,800 of
them, or did have before the O. P. A,
started working on them in the State of
Wisconsin. As a result of O. P. A. regu-
lations, slowly but surely these inde<
pendents are being liquidated. They are
forced to sell to either Borden's or Na<
tional Dairy, or else lease their plants to




9774 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the same monopolies. As a result of this
interference, we are finding in my State
that these independent cheese makers
are forced to turn over their plants and
create a monopoly which will put them
out of business eventually, and they
know it.

We have the same difficulty with the
canners. There are 35 canners in my
district. They came down here in Oc-
tober 1942, and they came down here
again and again and again. Many
times I sat in with them, and we tried
to get O. P. A. to set a price. Up to 3
weeks before they had to begin the pack
this summer, O, P. A. refused to give
them any price so they would know
where they were at. The boys said to
me, “What are we going to do?” I said
to them, “To h—— with the O.P. A.; turn
out the food. We are going to need it.”
So they went out and turned out the
food.

Mr.. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, SAUTHOFF. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas,

Mr. ELEBERG. I should like to add
to what my distinguished friend has said
that on the day before yesterday I re-
ceived a telegram from the canners that
can 50 percent of the grapefruit and
citrus products of this Nation. They
still have not gotten the price which
they have asked for during the entire
period.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. I thank the gentle-
man for his observation.

It was my experience only recently to
have down here for 1 month the presi-
dent and manager of a large cooperative
that deals in milk and milk products.
They handle 60,000 pounds of milk a day.
This plant was being tied up, a plant
where $30,000 worth of critical materials
have been granted by the War Depart-
ment so they can turn out additional
cheese. They were being stopped be-
cause some young squirt that was not
even dry behind the ears and had never
tried a lawsuit in his life sat in the legal
department and gave an interpretation
to the regulation that no one agreed
with and that, after 4 weeks of effort,
the head of the department was simply
forced to override. |

‘To paraphrase a popular song of the
present day, if some of the “pencil-
packin’ papas” weuld just lay their pen-
cils down and let our folks go ahead and
produce, we will get the food out, because
our producers mean to get the food out,
and they want to get it out.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SAUTHOFF. I yield to the gen-
. tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. In support of what
the gentleman has said about promot-
ing subsidies, I should like to read a
few lines from a booklet entitled “Brit-
ish Wartime Price Restraining Subsi-
dies™:

Since the first payment of subsidies in De-
cember 1939 there have been five Budget
messages, in each of which the Government
could have announced their discontinuance.
Far from discontinuing them, however, the
Government has several times expressed

satisfaction with their operation, and, in
fact, in April 1941 expressly elevated them
to a principal instrument of Government
policy.

This booklet was put out by the Divi-
sion of Research, Office of Price Admin-
istration. As the gentleman has said, it
shows that when you first promulgate a
policy of this kind it grows and spreads
and sinks its tentacles into the economy
of the people.

Let me support the gentleman's state-
ment further with this from the Comp-
troller of the Currency, dated October
30, 1943. On June 30, 1942, the 14,661
bainks of this country owned $30,000,000,-
000 worth of Government issues, while
on June 30, 1943, the ownership had
moved up to $57,963,000,000, or six and
one-half times the fotal capital accounts
of all the banks in this-country.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. I thank the gentle-
man, I appreciate what he has added
and contributed to this discussion. Let
me add this, that I received a letter
from the Department of Agriculture and
Markets of Wisconsin only a few days
ago saying something will have to he
done about O. P. A. regulations on milk
and dairy products, because it is a serious
danger of wiping out independence in
that field and the ereation of monopolies
which our State has been fighting for
some 40 years, to my knowledge. I
have not wanted to take up so much time
at this late hour, but these are matters
that affect our economy and affect it seri-
ously.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr., WOLCOTT. 1 yield 2 more min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr, SAUTHOFF. If we do this, create
a board thal will establish a parity be-
tween wages and farm products I will
vote for it. But as long as we have this
insincere and superficial effort being
made to regulate the prices I cannot go
along with it. You will recall that back
in June 1943 I introduced an amend-
ment calling on the departments not
to put any roll-back or pay any sub-
sidies on any food products until they
had reached parity. That law, which
went through this House by a vote of
229 to 106, has been utterly ignored and
no attention paid to it. How long are
we going to endure the creation of Ex-
ecutive directives and the taking from the
preoperly constituted legislative body its
right to function as a legislature? How
long are we going to sit quietly by and
permit somebody, whom we do not even
know and cannct find, to tell us what the
interpretation is of the laws that we have
written?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Simpson]l.

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, it was stated on the floor of the
House yesterday that “there must be a
little flexibility and that the line could
not be held hard and fast.”

I do not know of any person desiring
inflation in the sense that we are led
to believe it may soon exist. I do know
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many who feel substandard situations
should be adjusted wherever these sub-
standard conditions may arise, whether
labor, business, or agriculture is afiected.

The yardstick used and the fatal
period of our troubles, if we would be-
lieve our friends, dates from the period
following the First World War.

On that basis, agriculture’s position in
opposing consumers’ subsidies in which
they do not participate is readily explain-
able. Their position is justified.

Following the other war corn sold in
Illinois for $2.10 per bushel. Today the
ceiling does not exceed $1.07. Just 50
percent of the so-called inflation. Do
you blame the farmer for opposing con-
sumers’ subsidies on this basis?

Following the other war the floor price
on wheat was $2.20 per bushel and today
wheat is selling for $1.40. Does this con-
stitute inflation? Do you blame the
farmer on the price he gets for this crop
today?

During the same period, cattle reached
a peak of about $23 per hundred and
today they are $15.75. Does this con-
stitute inflation? -~ I think not. The
farmer evidently, from his protests.
thinks the same.

It also seems permissible to remind
the Members of this body that in 1937
or 1938 cattle reached the price of al-
most $20 per hundred when we were not
at war and no one was mentioning in-
flation. It could possibly have been
caused by the American recognized
theory of supply and demand causing this
situation,

During the same period following the
First World War hogs reached the price
of $21 or $22 and today the War Focd
Administrator sent all Representatives in
Congress a bulletin stating that every
governmental power would be used to
maintain the support price of $13 75,
Chicago basis. Does this differential
even approach inflation on the very basis
we are led to believe? Daoes this situa-
tion approach inflation in view of in-
creased farm costs?

Do not blame the farmer because he is
wiser and has had more actual experience
than the planners.

Mr. ROLPH. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Yes.

Mr. ROLPH. I want to compliment
the gentleman for his very interesting
statement. The gentleman comes from
a farming district and several speakers
in this debate have stated a large seg-
ment of the farming population of this
country is in favor of subsidies. Have
you found any such condition in your
district? Y

Mr, SIMPSON of Illinois. Not a one.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FurLoNG],

Mr. FURLONG. The proposed rail-
road wage scale, the wage raise, will not
increase the cost of living——

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to make a point of order and also to
make a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.
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Mr. WOLCOTT. I will make the point
of order fifst and then make the par-
liamentary inquiry. I make the point
of order that the gentleman is not talk-
ing on the bill. And I propound the par-
liamentary inquiry: Does the gentle-
man intend to talk on this bill in this
Committee?

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, the
Chair is unable to advise the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorr] what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fur-
LoNGl expects to talk on.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I might say that I
understood the gentleman had some time
under special orders.

The CHAIRMAN. All the Chair
knows is that the gentleman in charge
of the time on the majority side yielded
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Of course, I
did not know the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FurLong] had time under
a special order, I do not think the gen-
tleman wants to speak at this time if he
has time under a special order.

Mr. FURLONG. My, Chairman, I will
abide by whatever you say.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 15 minutes. Of course,
under the rule, debate must be confined
to the bill under consideration.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I ask the further
parliamentary inquiry, Has the gentle-
man been granted a request to speak
under special orders this evening?

Mr. FURLONG. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. If the genfleman
does not intend to speak on the bill un-
der consideration, it would probably be
more appropriate for him to take his
special order.

Mr. FURLONG. Thank you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The rule providing
for the consideration of the pending bill
provides that debate shall be confined fo
the bill.

Mr. FURLONG. Well, it concerned
the bill, but not entirely so. It will con-
cern what you are debating about today.
I shall abide, however, by whatever you
gentlemen decide.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I want the gentle-
man to understand I am not trying to
take him off his feet. There were others
who had special orders, and they asked
me how the gentleman happened to be
addressing the Committee at this time.
I am sure the gentleman will appreciate
the situation.

Mr. FURLONG. Whatever you decide
to do, I will abide by it. What is your
decision, Mr. Chairman?

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentle-
man desire to wait for his special order?

Mr, FURLONG. Yes; whatever your
decision is, thank you,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, the Clerk may read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 1 of the act
approved March 8, 1938 (62 Stat. 107), as
amended, is hereby amended by deleting from
the first sentence thereof the term “31st of
March"” where that term first appears therein
and substituting in lieu thereof "the ferm
“20th of June,” and by deleting from the
second sentence thereof “on the basis of the
cost, including not more than 1 year of carry-
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ing charges, of such assets to the Corporation,
or the average market prices of such assets
for a period of 12 months ending with March
31 of each year, whichever is less” and in-
serting in lieu thereof *on the basls of the
cost, or, insofar as practicable, the average
market price of such assets during the last
month of the fiscal year covered by the ap-
praisal, whichever is the lower.” The frst
appraisal of the assets and llabilities of the
Commodity Credit Corporation on the basis
established by this amendment shall be made
as of June 30, 1944,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose, and
Mr. Ramspeck, having assumed the
chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr,
Coorer, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H. R. 3477, had come to no resolution
thereon. ;

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend the re-
marks I have made today and include
therein certain statements and excerpts
relating thereto, including extraneous
matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Ramspeck). Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have
four requests to submit.

I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] may
have permission to revise and extend the
remarks he made in the Committee to-
day, and to include therein a statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Iask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. PLomLEY] may extend his own re-
marks and include therein an editorial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Iask unanimouscon-
sent that the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr, WoobrUuFF] may extend his own re-
marks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, WOODRUFF] may ex-
tend his own remarks in the Recorp and
include therein a letter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend the re-
marks I made this afternoon and to in-
clude three short letters referred to in
those remarks and some short excerpts,
and the name and authorship of a book,
which I request likewise to be made a
part of my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Is there
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Mr. KEEFE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend the
remarks I made this afternoon in Com-
mittee and to include therein a letter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DILWEG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
[Mr. SpaRKMAN] may be permitted to ex-
tend his remarks in the Recorp and in-
clude therein several editorials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TIBBOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GERLACH] may be permitted to extend
his remarks in the Recorp in two in-
stances, in one to include an address de-
livered before members of the Lehigh
Valley Medical Society and in the sec-
ond instance to include a letter from the
Pennsylvania Cooperative Potato Grow-
ers’ Association,

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. D'ALESANDRO. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and to include some correspond-
ence I received from the Maryland Citi-
zens Committee for Democracy, the Bal-
timore League of Women Voters, and a
petition from Local No. 43, Industrial
Union of Maritime and Shipbuilding
Workers of America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks and
include therein a report by E, H. Butler
on the cost of living.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
Boren] may have permission to extend
his own remarks in the Recorp in six
separate instances, and to include there-
in certain excerpts and extraneous mat-
ter pertainthg to the bill presently under
consideration.

Is there

Is there

Is there

Is there

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr, DoNDERO] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

THE GETTYSBURG ADDRESS—EIGHTY
YEARS AFTER THE ENDURING WORDS
OF LINCOLN

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, four-
score years ago today Abraham Lincoln,
sixteenth President of the United States,
stood on a crude platform in the midst
of new-made graves at Gettysburg and
delivered an address which has not
“perished from the earth.”

In July 1863 it took 175,000 men in
Blue and Gray, at a cost of 10,000 lives,
in 3 days of battle, to elevate the little
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Pennsylvania town of Gettysburg to his-
toric fame. Four months later it took
1 man 2 minutes in 270 words to make
it a spot of double historic interest which
the world will always note and long re-
member. Thereafter it had a second
claim to immortality.

Eighty years have passed since Lin-
coln stood in the crisp air of a November
afternoon in response to an invitation
to “make a few appropriate remarks” at
the dedication of a national cemetery
at Gettysburg. It is quite evident that
he was not invited because of his ability
as an orator, nor for what he might say,
but only because he was the President
of the United States. He was to be there
as a figurehead to draw a crowd. The
committee in charge came very near not
inviting the President, feeling that he
might make a political speech or other-
wise mar the dignity of the occasion.

Lincoln did not use that modern, much-
abused word “democracy,” but he did
mention “the Government of the people”;
declared that it should not perish from
the earth and that it should have a new
birth of freedom. He was not sure that
it would not perish, but he did ask the
people to highly resolve that the dead
shall not have died in vain. We are the
stewards of that trust.

The beauty and the eloquence of the
Gettysburg Address remain undimmed
with the passage of time. Rarely, if ever,
has any man said so much in so few
words. Iis brevity, modesty, and sim-
blicity, its charm and power, mark it a
masterpiece of the purest English; and
it still stands as the oration of the age.
The cadence of its words makes it as
- begutiful as a Psalm.

The address, however, was not regarded
highly when it was new. Bitterness
clouded reason and true appreciation of
an address, wholly devoid of bitterness.
While there were those who heard the
address and appreciated it, there were
also those who criticized it. Lincoln
himself told his friend, Ward Lamon, on
the platform after he concluded, “That
speech won’t scour,” and the President
was depressed. One newspaper charac-
terized the speech as the President’s “silly
remarks.” The Chicago Times referred
to it as a “silly, flat, and dishwatery ut-
terance,” while the London Times com-
mented by saying, “Anything more dull
and commonplace would not be easy to
produce.”

The heartaches and grief, the hopes
and prayers, the aspirations and faith of
a liberty-loving people were expressed
by this Uncommon Commoner in 20 lines.
Simple words they were, but packed with
s0 much meaning as to become engraved
in the minds of men for all time. They
reflected the simplicity of the man who
uttered them.

We might well contemplate Lincoln as
we wage a Second World War and, at
home, face problems of a magnitude
which he knew. It should profit our cur-
rent leaders, it should curb any reckless
ambitions which they may have, to real-
ize that Lincoln’s greatness came in ret-
rospect and therefore is enduring. This
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man neither sought nor experienced the
acclaim of the multitude while he lived.
His strength lay in the knowledge of his
limitations; it lay in his humility before
his God.

It was his genuineness that has stood
the test of time, not an effort for a fleet-
ing fame which so many seem to make,
He was not thought of as a man of
stature in his day. It never occurred to
him that he was the only one capable of
serving in the high office which was his.
Instead, his was a deep sense of obliga-
tion to a people who so honored him.

He sought not after false prophets for
wisdom. He drew it from the people
whom he served. He was the composite
greatness of a people, not a man who
either thought he could or who sought to
set the world agog.

In our high places today we need men
of his homely virtue, we need his simple
philosophy throughout our national life.
Only in this way will we successfully meet
the grave problems facing us.

Lincoln dedicated himself to the great
task before him, not to the advancement
of his ambitions. Let us all, here and
now, rededicate ourselves to the things
for which he stood and which he ex-
pressed so eloquently. As a natfion we
have wandered far away.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fur-
LoNG] is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FURLONG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my own remarks and to include therein
a press release from the Senate Inter-
state Commerce Committee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection it is so ordered.

There was no objection,

THE PROPOSED RAILROAD WAGE WILL
NOT INCREASE THE COST OF LIVING

Mr, FURLONG. Mr. Speaker, through
the enactment of the so-called Stabiliza-
tion Act approved October 2, 1942, Con-
gress provided:

That in order to aid In the effective prose-
cution of the war the President is author-
ized and directed on or before November 1,
1942, to issue a general order stabllizing
prices, wages and salaries affecting the cost
of living.

On the following day, October 3, the
President issued his Executive Order No.
9250, establishing the Office of Economic
ftabilization. In paragraph 3, of this
Executive order, the President directed
that:

The Director, with the approval of the
President, shall formulate and develop a com-
prehensive national economie policy relating
to the control of civilian purchasing power,
prices, rents, wages, salaries, profits, rationing

subsidies and all related matters—all for the,

purpose of preventing avoidable Increases in
the cost of living.

The President’s Executive order, in
section 4, provided further that:

The gulding policy of the Director and of
all departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment shall be to stabilize the cost of
living in accordance with the acts of Octo-
ber 2, 1942,

NOVEMBER 19

I call attention to these basic objec-
tives of the stabilization program for the
purpose of relating them to the present
railroad wage dispute which has now
reached the point where it has produced
the threat of a Nation-wide railroad
strike,

The only way in which the 8-cent
hourly increase recommended by the
President’s Emergency Board for rail-
way workers can contribute to an in-
crease in the cost of living would be as
a result of increase thereby necessitated
in freight or passenger rates.

It is common knowledge that the rail-
roads today are rolling in wealth and
wallowing in war profits as a result of
the record business handled in the past
2 or 3 years. Consequently, there is no
necessity for raising freight or passenger
rates following the granfing of the
8-cent hourly railroad wage raise rec-
ommended for these highly efficient
workers by an emergency board after 44
ﬁays of public hearings and investiga-

on.

The fact that no freight-rate increases
are necessary was clearly reflected in the
position taken a few days ago by the
Stabilization Director before the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. In ap-
pearing before the Commission last week
Mr, Vinson and others urged the further
suspension of the freight-rate increases
that were ordered by the Commission in
April 1942. He urged an indefinite sus-
pension and on Saturday, October 30, the
railroads themselves agreed to a further
suspension of 6 months beyond the end
of this year. The railroads took this
action after having signed an agreement
with the employees on August 7 provid-
ing for an 8-cent hourly increase in
wages which the Stabilization Director
has not, as yet, approved.

During 1941 there was a very substan-
tial increase in railroad business and
railroad operating revenues as compared
with 1940. In fact the 1941 operating
revenues of the class I railroads, which
amounted to $5,377,000,000, were well
over a billion dollars in excess of the
1940 revenues, when the roads took in
$4,297,000,000.

But in 1942 the railroads’ operating
revenues climbed to new high peaks,
never before even remotely approached,
when they soared to $7,466,000,000. This
was the first time in railroad history that
operating revenues ever reached the
seven-hillion figure, the nearest previous
approach being in our earlier pre-war
business peak of 1929, when they climbed
to $6,279,000,000, or approximately 1%
billion less than the figure reached in
1942,

However, during the present year the
fantastic fisures of 1942 are heing left
far behind, During the first 8 months
of 1943 the railroad revenues increased
a fraction of 28 percent above the amaz-
ing high peaks set in 1942, Incidentally,
this meant an increase of about 75 per-
¢ent over the prosperous year of 1941,

After - deduction for operating ex-
penses, the net revenues for the first
8 months of this year were about 41 per-
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cent over 1942, It will be noted that
while total revenues went up 28 percent,
the net revenue climbed 41 percent,
which means that during the first 8
months of this year railroad revenue
increased more rapidly than did rail-
road expenses. In fact, for the first 8
months of this year their net income
after taxes went up 30 percent notwith-
standing the fact that they are paying
a greater amount of taxes than ever be-
fore in the history of the industry.

I merely mention a fact well known to
all informed persons and not denied by
the railroads or by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission when I say that the
8-cent hourly increase for railroad work-
ers, as recommended last May by the
President’s Emergency Board, can be ap-
plied by the railroad industry without
increasing freight or passenger rates
and, therefore, without inereasing the
cost of living.

Consequently, this important basic
factor underlying the Stabilization Act
and the President’s Exécutive Order 9250
did not justify nor warrant the Stabili-
zation Director in his unexpected and
arbitrary cancelation of the railroad
wage increase.

Since his action was not required for
the accomplishment of the purpose of
the Stabilization Act, since it could not

even be justified on these grounds, and”

since the result of his arbitrary act has
seriously impaired, rather than aided,
the effective prosecution of the war, it
seems to me that it is now essential to
the nsational welfare for Congress to
take such action as may be necessary to
correct this situation at the earliest pos-
sible date, and to restore the labor stabil-
ity that prevailed in the railroad indus-
try prior to the time that the Stabiliza-
tion Director stepped in with his
unstable action.

The subcommittee of the Senate Inter-
state Commerce Committee, to® whom was
referred Senate Joint Resolution 91, recom-
mends that it be reported out favorably.
At public hearings on the resolution, repre-
sentatives of railroad management and labor
presented their views with considerable doc-
umentary evidence. All of this was sub-
mitted to Judge Vinson, Director, Economic
Stabilization, and his comment thereon was
sollcited and received.

We find it necessary to point out that, con-
trary to tie statement of Judge Vinson, the
passage of this resolution will not disturb
the Little Steel formula nor will it express
directly or indirectly congressional disap-
proval of that formula. The subcommittee
favors the stabilization of wages as required
by the Stabilization Act of October 2, 1942,
,and subsequent Presidential orders author-
ized by that act.

The gross misinterpretation of this act has
caused so much confusion that congressional
clarification seems necessary. That is all
Senate Joint Resolution 91 attempts to do.

There should be no unsettled dispute with
reference to the wage Increase here involved
since this was the product of a Presldential
emergency board recommendation which was
accepted in an agreement between the car-
riers and their employees on August T, 1943,
Administrative approval of the agreement
should not have been withheld.

Out of the Stabilization Act of October 2,
1942, came the “hold the line" order (No.

-
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§6328). The Little Steel formula was only
one of the bases laid down by jhe President
upon which wage increases were to be per-
mitted. The railway wage agreement and the
Board's report were justified not under the
Little Steel formula but under other prin-
ciples specifically written into the Stabili-
zation Act and maintained by the President.
Approval of the wage increase agreement of
August 7, 1943, therefore in no way violates
or even modifies the Little Steel formula.

Director Vinson, apparently realizing that
nonoperating rallway employees are under-
paid, has suggested a sliding-scale wage in-
crease of from 4 to 10 cents per hour. If
8 cents does violence to Little Steel, what
does 4 to 10 cents do to it? The pay roll un-
der Judge Vinson's proposal would differ by
less than 1 percent from the pay roll if the
wage agreement which he disapproves were
made effective. Obviously the railroad in-
dustry wage agreement is not inflationary
since Judge Vinson maintains that his sub-
stitute is not inflationary.

The unsettling effect of Judge Vinson's
proposal is plain to all practical railroad men.
The arbitrary sliding scale proposed by Judge
Vinson would destroy existing wage differ-
entials, and would be contrary to sound in-
dustrial practice and in violation of the di-
rective of Justice Byrnes on which Judge
Vinson claims to rely. The folly of creating
new inequities, by introducing this sliding
scale is evident.

The President’s Emergency Board in recom-
mending the 8-cent wage increase followed
the principle and requirement written into
the Stabilization Act that wage adjustments
should be made when necessary to correct
gross inequities and to aid in the effec-
tive prosecution of the war.

The subcommittee finds that this is the
fundamental principle involved in this dis-
pute between Judge Vinson on the one hand
and other Government officials plus the rail-
road industry on the other.

Advice from every competent and informed
source assures us that approval of the wage
agreement is necessary to remove gross in-
equities and to aid in the effective prosecu-
tion of the war. Such approval will not
weaken but will fortify the hold-the-line
policy of the Presldent.

Epwin C, JoENsON, Chairman.
HARrY 5. TRUMAN,

RoBERT F. WAGNER.

HENRIK SHIPSTEAD,

CrLypE M. REED.

Senator ReEp concurs in the action of the
subcommittee in reporting Senate Joint Reso-
lution 91 favorably. He will submit his in-
dividual views in a separate statement.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I move the House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 26 minutes p. m.) the
House, pursuant to its previous order,
adjourned until Monday, November 22,
1943, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce at 10 a. m. Monday, November 22,
1943,

Business to be considered:; To hear Mr,
Boeschenstein and Mr. Bittner to bring
the committee up to date on W. P. B,
activities on newsprint.
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CoMMITIEE oN PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

There will be a meeting of the sub-
committee at 10 a. m. on Tuesday, No-
vember 23, 1943, for consideration of
H. R. 3140 et al.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

The Committee on Foreign Affairs will
resume consideration on Tuesday, No-
vember 23, 1943, at 10 a. m., on House
Resolutions 350 and 352, providing for the
establishment by the Executive of a com-
mission to effectuate the rescue of the
Jewish people of Europe.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

921. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
amend section 342 of the Nationality Act of
1940 in respect to fees for the issuance of
certificates of arrival; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

922, A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columblia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill to authorize
the Commissioners of the Distriet of Colum-
bia to appoint notaries public; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

923. A letter from the Administrator of Vet-
erans' Affairs, transmitting corrected copies
of the information furnished the Director of
the Bureau of the Budget for the purpose of
making a determination of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration personnel requirements for the
second quarter of the 1944 fiscal year; to the

Committee on the Civil Service.

924, A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting report on rec-
ords proposed for disposal by various Gov-
ernment agencies; to the Committee on the
Disposition of Executive Papers.

925. A letter from the chairman, Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures, transmitting in ac-
cordance with title 6 of the Revenue Act of
1941, Public Law 250, Seventy-seventh Con-
gress, a report on Federal ownership of real
estate; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

926. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting in
accordance with the requirement contained
in the act of June 30, 1938 (52 Stat. 1253),
report of agreement between the Navy De-
partment and Standard Oil Co. of California,
dated November 20, 1942, and agreement be-
tween the Navy Department and Standard
0il Co. of California, dated September 8, 1943;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GOODWIN: Committee on Claims. 8.
648. An act for the relief of Arthur C. Nor-
cutt; without amendment (Rept. No. 874).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BCRIVNER: Committee on Claims. 8.
1001. An act for the relief of the Meadow
Brook Club; without amendment (Rept. No.
875). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. GOODWIN: Committee on Claims.
5. 1038, An act for the relief of Verna Mae
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Rossell and Winifred Rossell Mooney; with-
out amendment (Rept, No. 876). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Clalms,
H. R. 213. A bill for the relief of Edward H.
B8mith; with amendment (Rept. No. 877).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House. 4

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. SCHIFFLER:

H.R.3696. A bill to authorize the seizure
of certain property which is being used, or
which is about to be used, to aid any nation
at war with the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. LECOMPTE:

H.R.3697. A bill to amend sections 1400
and 1410 of the Federal Insurance Contribu-
tions Act, as amended, so as to continue, dur-
ing the calendar year 1944, the present rate
of tax on employees and employers; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. NEWSOME:

H.R.3608. A bill to permit increases in cer-
tain salaries without prior approval by any
cfficer or agency of the United States; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. TOLAN:

H.R.3699. A bill to provide that credit
under the Civil Service Retirement Act of
May 29, 1930, as amended, shall be allowed
for certain service with the city of Manila,
P. I.; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. JARMAN:

H.Res. 359. Resolution authorizing the

printing of additional copies of the bill en-

titled “The Revenue Act of 1943 and the -

accompanying report thereon; to the Commit-
tee on Printing.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOREN:

H.R.3700. A bill to vest jurisdiction in the
District Court of the United States for the
Western District of Oklahoma in the case of
Benjamin E. Cook, administrator of the
estate of Cam C. Boyd, deceased, against the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine:

H.R.83701. A bill for the relief of Clinton A.

Clauson; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. SMITH of Ohio:

H. R.38702 (by request). A bill granting a
pension to Marjorle Johnson; to the Com=
mittee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

3637. By Mr. SCHIFFLER: Petition of
Jiosep DiPletro and other citizens of Follans-
bee, W. Va., opposing House bill 2082; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

39638. By Mr. BRYSON: Petition of Mrs.
Ottie B. Glasgow and 61 citizens of Freeport,
Ohio, urging enactment of House bill 2082,
a measure to reduce absenteeism, conserve
manpower, and speed production of materials
necessary for the winning of the war by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of alcoholic liquors in the United
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States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3639. Also, petition of 15 members of the
First Baptist Church of Versailles, Mo., urg-
ing enactment of House bill 2082, a measure
to reduce absenteeism, conserve manpower,
and speed production of materials necessary
for the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of alco-
holic liguors in the United States for the
duration of the war; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3640. Also, petition of 400 members of the
Fifth Avenue Baptist Church, Knozxville,
Tenn., urging: enactment of House bill 2082,
a measure to reduce absenteeism, conserve
manpower, and speed production of materials
necessary for the winning of the var by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of alcoholic liquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3641. Also, petition of 150 citizens of Eim-
bolton, Ohio, urging enactment of House
bill 2082, a measure to reduce absenteeism,
conserve manpower, and speed production of
materials necessary for the winning of the
war by prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alcoholic ligquors in the
United States for the duration of the war; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

3642, Also, petition of Jeanette Wicker-
sham and 45 other citizens of Edison, Ohio,
urging enactment of House bill 2082, a meas-
ure to reduce absenteeism, conserve man-
power, and speed production of materials
necessary for the winning of the war by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of alcoholic liquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3643. Also, petition of 44 citizens of Gal-
lipolis, Ohio, urging enactment of House bill
2082, a measure to reduce ahsenteeism, con-
serve manpower, and speed production of
materials necessary for the winning of the
war by prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alcoholic liquors In the
United States for the duration of the war;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3644. Also, pefition of Isabelle K. Huntley
and 30 other citizens of Grand Junction,
Colo., urging enactment of House bill 2082,
a measure to reduce absenteeism, conserve
manpower, and speed production of mate-
rials necessary for the winning of the war by
prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or trans-
portation of alcoholie liquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3645. Also, petition of Rev. A. Lindvig and
30 members of the SBecond Congregational
Church, Colorado Springs, Colo., urging en-
actment of House bill 2082, a measure to re-
duce absenteeism, conserve manpower, and
speed production of materials necessary for
the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of alco-
holic liquors in the United States for the du-
ration of the war; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3646. Also, petition of Harold 8. Lawrence
and 40 other citizens of Canon City, Colo.,
urging enactment of House bill 2082, a meas-
ure to reduce absenteeism, conserve man=-
power, and speed production of materials
necessary for the winning of the war by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of alcoholic lquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3647, Also, petition of Jewel Dale and 28
members of the Church of God, Grand Junc-
tion, Colo., urging enactment of House bill
2082, a measure to reduce absenteelsm, con-
serve manpower, and speed production of
materials necessary for the winning of the
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war by prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alcoholic liquors in the
United States for the duration of the war;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3648. Also, petition of 73 members of the
First Baptist Church of Grand Junction,
Colo., urging enactment of House bill 2082,
a measure to reduce absenteeism, conserve
manpower, and speed production of mate-
rials necessary for the winning of the war
by prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alcoholic ligquors in the
United States for the duration of the war;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3649. Also, petition of Charles Olson and
22 other citizens of Pocahontas, Iowa, uring
enactment of House bill 2082, a measure to
reduce absenteeism, conserve manpower, and
speed production of materials necessary for
the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of al-
coholic liquors in the United States for the
duration of the war; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3650. Also, petition of Rev. T. Garland
Smith and 48 members of the University
Methodist Church, Buffalo, N. Y., urging en-
actment of House bill 2082, a measure to re-
duce absenteeism, conserve manpower, and
speed production of materials necessary for
the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of al-
coholle llguors in the United States for the
duration of the war, to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3651. Also, petition of Mary B. Jones and
68 citizens of Baltimore, Md., urging enact-
ment of House bill 2082, a measure to reduce
absenteeism, conserve manpower, and speed
production of materials necessary for the
winning of the war by prohibiting the manu-
facture, sale, or transportation of aloholie
liquors in the United States for the duration
of the war; to the Committee on the Judl-
ciary.

3652, Also, petition of Mrs. 8. R. Estes
and 15 citizens of Muskogee, Okla., urging
enactment of House bill 2082, a measure to
reduce absenteeism, conserve manpower,
and speed production of materials necessary
for the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of al-
coholic liquors in the United States for the
duration of the war; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3653. Also, petition of A. 8. Allred and
191 other citizens of route No. 2, Mount Airy,
N. C., urging enactment of House bill 2082,
a measure to reduce absenteelsm, conserve
manpower, and speed production of materiala
necessary for the winning of the war by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of aleoholic liquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3654. Also, petition of ILoouise M. Peter-
sen and 15 other citizens of Jerome, Idaho,
urging enactment of House bill 2082, a meas=
ure to reduce absenteeism, conserve man-
power, and speed production of materials
necessary for the winning of the war by pro-
hibiting the manufacture, sale, or transpor-
tation of alcoholle liquors in the United
States for the duration of the war; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3655. Also, petition of Cora G. Hanlon and
109 other citizens of Sterling, Eans., urging
enactment of House bill 2082, a measure to
reduce absenteeism, conserve manpower, and
speed production of materials necessary for
the winning of the war by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of alco-
holic liquors in the United States for the
duration of the war; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. P

8656. By Mr. ANDERSON of California:
Petition of Mrs. Jessie McEwan and others,
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with reference to House bill 2082; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

3657. Also, petition of Ida May Samuelsen
and others, with reference to House bill
2082; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3658. By Mr. GAMBLE (by request): Peti-
tion signed by Mary Ann Harwood and other
residents in Westchester County, N. Y., op-
posing the enactment of House bill 2082; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

3659. Also (by request), petition signed by
Harold Werner and other residents in West-
chester County, N. Y., opposing the enact-
ment of House bill 2082; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3660. By Mr. ELSTON of Ohio: Petition of
Rev. Milton W. Dills, minister, Columbia
Church of Christ, Cincinnati, Ohio, and 58
members and friends of his congregation,
urging support of House bill 2082, providing
for the prohibition of intoxicating liquors
for the duration of the war and the period
of demoblilization thereafter; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

8661. By Mr. McLEAN: Resolution of the
Federation of Churches of Rahway, N. J.,
memorializing the Congress of the United
States, through its Senators and Representa-
tives, to set up legislative machinery to study
the problems of a just and lasting peace
based on the Christian principle that all
men everywhere are the children of a Divine
Father, who desires that they live in love
and charity with one another; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

3662. By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: Petition of
members of the Pratt Memorial Methodist
Church of Rockland, Maine, realizing the
menace of alcoholic beverages to the safety
and efficiency of our armed forces and de-
fense workers, urge that action be taken in
line with Senate bill 860, to prohibit the
sale of all alcoholic liguors in and around
these areas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3663. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
secretary, the national board of the Women's
International League for Peace and Freedom,
petitioning consideration of thelr resolution
with reference to legislation to prevent infla-
tion: to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

3664. Also, petition of the president, the
American Institute of Consulting Engineers,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to inadvisability of the grad-
ual extension of engineering duties by vari-
ous governmental agencies into the field
that has been, in the past, normally cov-
ered by private practicing engineers; to the
Cominittee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments.

3665. Also, petition of the president, the
American Institute of Consulting Engineers,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to opposition to the passage
of Senate bill 702 and House bill 2100; to the
Committee on Patents.

SENATE
Monpay, NoveEMBER 22, 1943

(Legislative day of Thursday, November
= 18, 1943).

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, on
the expiration of the recess.

The Reverend William J. McDonald,
Ph. D., of the Catholic University of
America, Washington, D. C., offered the
following prayer:

Come, O Holy Spirit, inspire the Mem-
bers of this august body with Thy heav-
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enly wisdom; guide and direct them so
that their deliberations may be fruitful
unto good for all our people. Send forth
Thy light, illumine their minds to see
our problems in proper perspective, thus
faithfully discharging their grave re-
sponsibility to the Nation and to Thee.
Thou, O Spirit of Love, inflame our
hearts with the fire of divine charity so
sadly needed in these days of stress and
of crisis. Strengthen our wills, make
us clearly to realize that every just en-
actment is but the reflection of Thy
eternal law, having its binding force not
from any mere human will alone but from
a moral authority above and beyond all
the powers of earth. In this recognition
shall our beloved country prove worthy
of her great destiny as a true leader
amongst peoples for,
it is our high duty
To teach the world the might of moral
heauty
And to stamp God’s image truly
On the struggling soul.”

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, BARKLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of calendar
day Thursday, November 18, 1943, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was ap-
proved.

FREEZING OF SOCIAL SECURITY PAY ROLL
TAXES

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, on
Friday I made a short statement to the
press regarding my attitude toward pay-
roll taxes for old-age and survivors’ ben-
efits, which, under the existing statute,
will increase 100 percent on New Years.
I have again presented in the statement
my reasons.for believing that the pay-
roll taxes should be frozen at the pres-
ent level. I ask that my statement be
printed at this point in the REcOrD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

I shall again moye, by amendment to the
revenue bill, to freeze social-security pay-
roll taxes for old-agc and survivors’ bene-
fits at exlsting rates (1 percent on employ-
ers and 1 percent on employees) instead of
permitting them to increase 100 percent next
New Years, as the existing statute would
otherwise require. On my initiative Con-
gress has twice taken this annual action in
previous years. I have withheld my conciu-
sions for 1944 until all possible information
could be explored. There may be reasons un-
related to old-age benefits which recom-
mend the 100-percent pay-roll-tax increase
next January, such .as a flank movement
against inflationary trends. But I am un-
able to find any reason, related to the main-
tenance of adeqguate reserves for existing
old-age benefits, for doubling these pay-
roll taxes on workers and employers next
January; and, no matter how important
other purposes may be, I shall always be un-
willing to use social-security taxes for any-
thing but social-security benefits. We are
not entitled to use social-security taxes to
finance any part of the war.

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, we
collected $1,130,000,000 in these particular
pay-roll taxes. We pald out $149,000,000 in
benefits and $27,000,000 in administrative
expenses. The balance of $954,000,000 went
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into reserve. This brought the reserve last
June 30 to $4,300,000,000. It is obviously
vital that this contingent reserve should
always be wholly adequate. Congress indi-
cated in 1939 what it considers to be ade=
gquate, namely, a reserve 3 times greater than
the heaviest annual costs in 5 subsequent
years. That rule has been endorsed.by Sec-
retary Morgenthau. This heaviest annual
cost from 1943 to 1948 is estimated by the
Boclal Security Board from a low of $415,-
000,000 to a high of $813,000,000. The present
reserve 1s about 11 (instead of 8) times the
low and better than 5 times the high.
Chairman Altmeyer, of the Soclal Security
Board, concedes that if no employer or em-
ployee contributions were collected at all in
1944 the reserve assets on December 31, 1944,
would amount to about $4,600,000,000, which
is more than 3 times the estimated expendi-
tures 5 years later In 1949, Under such
mathematical circumstances, I am unable to
Jjustify a 100-percent increase in these pay-
roll taxes on both workers and employers
next year.

It should be noted in this connection that
the receipts of this fund and its balances are
far greater than contemplated in its original
set-up—and presumably it was initiated on
firm foundations. The formal report of the
Senate Finance Commitiee in 1939 estimated
the reserve at the end of 1943 at $2,6561,000,-
000. Actually it will be nearer $4,843,000,000.
We shall collect more in 1944 pay-roll taxes
at the existing 1 percent rates on employers
and 1 percent on employees than it was
expected we would collect at the contem-
plated rate of 2 percent on each. Therefore,
it seems to me that Congress should again
freeze the rate where it is.

It should be clearly understood that this
question has nothing to do with the expan-
sion of social-security benefits or coverage.
There is decided need for reasonable action
in both directions. Congress will meet this
issue later. We are concerned at the mo-
ment solely with the problem of financing
existing benefits and coverage. New rates
will, of course, have to be arranged to meet
new obligations. But I cannot escape the
conviction that present rates are adequate
for present obligations for 1 more year, and,
I repeat, I am unable to consent that social-
security pay-roll tazes should be used for any
except soclal-security purposes.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARKLEY. Isuggestthe absence
of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Guffey Reynolds
Andrews Gurney Robertson
Austin Hatch Russell

Bailey Hawkes Scrugham
Ball Hayden Shipstead
Barkley Holman Smith

Bilbo Johnson, Callf. Btewart
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Taft

Bridges Kligore Thomas, Idaho
Brooks La Follette Thomas, Okla.
Buck Langer Thomas, Utah
Burton Lucas Tobey
Bushfield McClellan Truman
Butler McFarland Tunnell
Capper McKellar Tydings
caraway Maloney Vandenberg
Clark, Idaho Maybank Van Nuys
Clark, Mo. Mead Wagner
Connally Millikin ‘Wallgren
Danaher Moore Walsh

Davis Murray Wheeler
Downey Nye Wherry
Eastland O’'Daniel White
Ellender Overton Wiley
Ferguson Pepper Willis

George Radcliffe Wilson
Gillette Reed

Green Revercomb
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